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TAKE

Nevada State Office
IN REPLY REFER TO:

850 Harvard Way
. 1o
O
cno, Nevada 8952 (NV930.1)

{NVO65)

September 30, 1994

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Tonopah Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS). This Proposed RMP outlines the various determinations {(decisions) for management
of renewable and non-renewable resources on approximately 6.1 million acres of public land in portions of Nye
and Esmeralda Counties, Nevada. It is also available for a 30 day protest period.

This Propased RMP and FEIS has been printed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. This Proposed Plan is the Preferred
Alternative carried forward from the Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan, released in June, 1993 and as
modified by public comment. This document contains a summary of the determinations and resulting impacts,
an overview of the planning process and planning issues, the Proposed Plan, written and verbal comments
received during public review of the Draft Plan, and responses to the substantive public issues raised during
the review.

The Proposed RMP may be protested by any person who participated in the planning process, and who has an
interest which is or may be adversely affected by the approval of the Proposed Plan. A protest may raise only
those issues which were submitted for the record during the planning process (see 43 Code of Federal
Regulations § 1610.5-2). Protests must be filed with the Director (760), Bureau of Land Management,
Division of Planning and Environmental Coordination (406 LS), 1849 C Street NW, Washington D.C. 20240.

All protests must be written and must be postmarked on or before November 21, 1994 and shall contain the
following information:

L The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.

° A statement of the issue or issues being protested.

L A statement of the part or parts of the document being protested.

L A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues previously submitted during the planning
process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the
record.

L] A concise statement explaining precisely why the Bureau of Land Management Nevada State

Director’s decision is wrong.

Upon resolution of any protests, an Approved Plan and Record of Decision will be issued. The Approved
Pian/Record of Decision will be mailed to all individuals who participated in this planning process and all other
interested publics upon their request.

Sincerely,

oraldd 3—6(}«4&/

Ronald B. Wenker
Acting State Director, Nevada

United States Department of the Interior AMRICAsmmm—
. ]
[ ]

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT cHmE.
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SUMMARY

The Proposed Tonopah Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
(RMP/EIS) provides a comprehensive
framework for managing public lands

administered by the Tonopah Resource Area,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The RMP
replaces the Tonopah Management Framework
Plan (1981) and the Esmeralda-Southern Nye
RMP (1986), and will guide management for
the next 10-20 years. Preparation of this
RMP/EIS was guided by BLM planning system
regulations issued under the authority of the

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of -

1976 (FLPMA), and Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA).

Located in central Nevada in Nye and
Esmeralda Counties, the Tonopah Resource
Area encompasses 6.1 million acres of public
. 1and and about 165,000 acres of private land.
Significant resources and program emphases
include locatable minerals, livestock grazing,
wild horses and burros, realty, cultural
resources and wildlife.

The Tonopah RMP focuses on resoliving six
major issues identified early in the planning
process through public involvement with other
federal, state, and local agencies. These issues
are: Wild Horses and Burros (determine what
intensity of management should be
implemented to ensure a thriving natural
ecological balance); Special Management Areas
(determine if lands should be given special
management to protect high resource values);
Off-highway Use (determine if lands should be
limited or closed); Management of Released
Wilderness Study Areas (determine what
objectives to establish for WSAs released by
Congress for non-wilderness); Utility Corridors
(determine lands for preferred routes for utility
corridors and to minimize conflicts); and
Locatable and Fluid Minerals (determine lands
for closure to leasing or location of minerals,
and lands for special considerations).

in addition to planning issues, BLM planning
regulations require RMP decisions regarding
Special Recreation Management Areas,
livestock grazing, cultural resources, firewood
harvesting, riparian habitat, special status
species, mineral materials, and non-energy
minerals.

Four alternative management scenarios were
analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS released for
public review in June, 1993. These
alternatives were: 1) Alternative 7 (No action -
continuation of management under existing
planning guidance); Alternative 2 (management
with emphasis on private economic.
development and diversity while protecting
sensitive resources); Alternative 3
(management with emphasis on private
economic development and diversity while
preserving and enhancing environmental
systems); Alternative 4 (Preferred -
management with emphasis on development of
renewable and non-renewable resources while
ensuring preservation and enhancement of
fragile and unique resources). Written
comments were received from 93 individuals,
interest groups, other Federal agencies, and
county and State government.

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS focuses on
proposed management. It was developed after
analyzing public comments on the Draft
RMP/EIS and inciudes changes to improve
clarity, and to correct weaknesses in the Draft.
Many changes were made in response to public
comment.

Determinations by resource category for each

alternative and the Proposed Plan are
summarized in Table S A. Impacts are
summarized in Table S B. Complete

descriptions of the determinations.and impacts
associated with the four alternatives are
presented in the Draft Tonopah Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement.

I




TABLE S A
SUMMARY OF DETERMINATIONS BY ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PLAN

Table S A provides a summary of major determinations for each of the four siternstives presanted In the Draft Tonopsh R M Plan and Envi X Sta i

d in June, 1993, and this Proposed Resource

Mansgement PhnIFImI EIS. A complate presentation of determinations for each resource is provided in the Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP and Chapter 2 of this Propoud AMP.

RESOURCE

Watershed

ALTERNATIVE 1

Vegstation menipulation and
water control facilities to
reduce erosion in various
watersheds.

ALTERNATIVE 2

Watershed management
concems incorporated into
activity plans.

ALTERNATIVE 3

Watershed management
concems incorporated into
activity plans.

ALTERNATIVE 4

Watershed management
concems incorporated Into
activity plans.

PROPOSED

Watershed management
concems incorporated into
activity plans.

Vegetation

Provide for physiological
needs of key forage plant
species.

Provide for physlological
needs of key forage plant
species.

Manage vegetation for
desired plant communities.

Manage vegetatlon for
desired plant communities.

Meanage vegetation for
desired plant communities.

Visual Resource
Management

Class |; 400 acres
Class Il 686,500 acres
Class il 1.235,000 acres
Class IV; 1,610,400 acres

Unidentified; 2,658,801 acres

Claes |; O scres
Class Ii; 2,660 acres
Class II; 133,000 acres
Class IV; 5,955,641 acres

Class |; 0 acres
Class 1I; 597,000 acres
Class W; 90,000 acres
Class IV; 5,404,101 acres

Class {; 0 acres
Class I; 469,170 acres
Class 1il; 218,000 acres
Class IV; 6,403,931 acres

Class |; O acres
Class Ii; 469,170 acres
Class Ili; 218,000 acres
Class IV; 6,403,931 acres

Fish and Wildlife
Habitat

Mlmqo to maintain or

to bl
nurnbon of wildlife. Mineral
leasing closed on 23,160 ac.
Seasonal restrictions on
28,760 ac. Animald

Manage big game habitat for
good or better condition,
Seasonal restrictions on
54,860 ac. Animal damage
control directed at predator

control directed at predat.

populstions, Livestock
excluded on 11,362 sc.

populstions. Livestock
oxcludnd on 11,362 ac.

or
blqhom into potomlnl habitat.

Reintroduce or augment
bighorn into potential habitat.

Manage big game habitat in
good or better condition. No
minerat leasing on 21,880 -
ac. No incompatible uses on
23,320 ac. Seasonal
restrictions on 62,400 ac.
Withdraw 1440 ac. No new
communication sites and limit
vehicles to existing roads and
traile on 324,000 acres.
Improve existing antelope
habitat, augment populations
and develop water, Animal
damage control targets
otffending animel. Livestock
exciuded on 11,362 ac,
Relintroduce or sugment
bighom into potential habitat.

Manage big game habltat in
good or better condition.
Seasonal restrictions on
72,400 ac. No new roads to
communication sites and limit
vehicles to existing roads and
tralle on 324,000 ac. No
incompetible uses and
withdrawal on 1440 ac.
Maintain antelope habitat in
good or better condition,
augment populstions and
deveiop water. Animal
damage control targets
offending animal. Livestock
oxcluded from 11,362 sc.
Reintroduce or sugment
bighom into potential habitat.

Manage big game habitat in
good or better condition.
Seasonal restrictions on
72,400 ac. No new roads to
communication sites and limit
vehicles to existing roads and
trails on 324,000 ac. No
Incompatible uses and
withdrawal on 1440 ac.
Malintain antslope habitat in
good or better condition,
augment populations and
develop water. Animal
damage control targets
offending animal, Livestock
excluded from 11,362 ac.
Reintroduce or augment
bighom into potential habitat.




TABLES A

SUMMARY OF DETERMINATIONS BY ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PLAN

(Continued)

Special Status
Species

NSO on 80 ac. Limit OHV
svents to existing roads,

tralls and washes on 66 ac.

NSO on 80 ac. Limit OHV
events to existing rosds and
trails on 490 ac.

NSO on 80 ac with no
incompatible land uses.
Designate 16,470 ac ACEC,
NSO on 3,720 ac, and
withdraw 15,470 ac.
Designate 490 ac ACEC with
NSO and withdrawsl. Limit
vehicles to existing roads and
tralle on 70,600 ac.

NSO on 80 ac with no
Incompatible land uses.
Designate 15,470 ac as
ACEC, reduce withdrawal to
3,040 ac, and withdraw
additional 440 sc. Designate
490 ac as ACEC with NSO
and withdrawali, livestock
and burros excluded. Limit
vehicles to existing roads and
trails on 70,600 sc.

NSO on 80 sc with no
incompatible land uses.
Designate 15,470 ac as
ACEC, reduce withdrawal to
3,040 ac, snd withdraw
additional 440 ac. Designate
490 ac as ACEC with NSO
and withdrawal, livestock and
burros sxcluded. Limit
vehicles to existing roads and
trails on 70,600 ac.

Riparian Habitat

Establish and maintain
streamside vegetation and
bank stabliity on 13 mi of
riparian.

improve bank stabllity and
cover to 70% on 13 mi of
stresm. Livestock managed
through improved grezing
practices.

Manage for 70% bank
stabllity snd cover {or proper
functioning condition) on
32.8 mi of stresm. On 9.4 mi
of trout stream acquire
minimum water flows, close
to vehicle use a 300 ft wide
strip on sach side, but sllow
vehicle use on existing roads
and trails.

Manage for 70% bank
stability and cover {or proper
functioning condition) on
32.8 mi of stream. On 8.4 mi
of trout stream scquire
minimum water flows, close
to vehicle use a 300 ft wide
strip on each side, but allow
vehicle use on existing roads
and trails.

Manage for proper
functioning condition on 32.8
ml of steam. On 9.4 mi of
trout stream acquire
minimum water flows, close
to vehicle use a 300 ft wide
strip on each side, but allow
vehicle use on existing roads
and tralls.

<l




TABLES A

SUMMARY OF DETERMINATIONS BY ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PLAN

(Continued)

ll Forestry and
Vegetation
Products

Palmetto, Palmetto Wash and
Sliver Peak are gresnwood
harvest areas. Deadwood
harvest on all operable
woodland acreage. Non-
commercial Joshua tree
harvest on 1,823 acres;
Goldfield area closed.
Christmas tree cutting in
Tonopah MFP arees, and
Mohawk Mine and Magruder
Mt. area of Esmersida-
Southern Nye AMP area. No
commercial harvest of
Christmas trees Is authorized.
Collection of common desert
plants authorized on 880
acres.

Authorize 1,000 cords/yr
greanwood In designated
aroas, Authorize additional
500 cords/yr if Kawich,
Rawhide and Siiver Peak
WSAGs released. Establish
new cutting areas. Close
Baxter Springs area.
Commercial gresnwood
hsrvest allowed in designated
areas. Deadwood harvest on
alt accessible acreage.
Commaercis! harvest of
Joshua trees from Magruder
Mt harvest area, non-
commercial harvest on
231,000 acres. Authorize to
1,000 Joshua trees/yr until
sustained yield determined.
Authorize to 1,000 Christmas
trees/yr. Collection of
common desert plants
permitted.

Authorize 1,000 corde/yr
gresnwood in designated
areas, non-commercial only,
No greenwood harvest In
areas where OHV use closed
or restricted to existing roads
and tralls. Establish new
cutting areas. Close Baxter
Springs area. Authorize
harvest of 600 Joshua
treas/yr until sustained yield
le determined, no commercia!
harvest or harvest in areas
visible from Hwy 85 near
Goldfield. Authorize non-
commercial harvest of 1,000
Christmas trees/yr.
Collection of common desert
plants seeds parmitted.

Authorize 1,000 cords/yr
greenwood in designated
areas, commercial or non-
commercial. Deadwood
harvest on all accessible
acreage. Establish new
cutting areas. Close Baxter
Springs area. Authorize
harvest of 600 Joshua
trees/yr until sustained yield
determined, commercial
harvest only incidenta! to
salvage operations, no
harvest in areas visible from
Hwy 95 near Goldfield. Non-
commercial harvest of 1,000
Christmas trees/yr.
Collection of common desert
plants and seeds permitted.

Authorize commercial and
non-commercial harvest of
1,000 gresnwood cords/yr In
designated areas. Deadwood
harvest on all accessible
acresage. Authorize harvest
of 100 Joshua trees/year
until sustained yleid
determined, no harvest in
areas visible from Hwy 95
near Goldfield, commaercial
harvest only incidental to
salvage operations. Non-
commercial harvest of 1,000
Christmas treas/yr In all areas
outside WSA's. Collection of
common desert plants and
seeds parmitted.

Livestock Grazing
Mansgement

Livestock excluded on
10,372 sc. Manage for 25
Category "1°, 3 Category "M"
and 8 Category "C"
allotments.

Livestock excluded on
10,372 ac. Manage for 22
Category “1”, 3 Category "M~
and 9 Category "C"
allotments,

Livestock excluded from
34,982 ac. Manage for 22
Category "1", 3 Category "M"
snd 8 Category "C"
allotments.

Livestock excluded from
23,607 sc. Manage for 22
Category "17, 3 Category "M*
and 9 Catsgory "C"
allotments.

Livestock excluded from
13,761 ac. Manags for 22
Category *i", 3 Category "M"
and 9 Category "C"
allotments.

Wild Horse and
fl Burro
Management

Manage 17 HMAs maintain a
thriving natura! ecological
batance.

Excess horses and burros
removed to a level from
which it will take 5 years to
again reach AML. Delete
Monitor HMA,

Excess horses and burros
removed to a level from
which it will take 3 years to
again reach AML. Delete
Monitor HMA. Vehicles
limited to existing roads and
trails in HMAs. No land
disposal within HMAs.

Excess horses and burros
removed to a level from
which it will take 3 years to
again reach AML. Delete
Monitor HMA. Vehicles
fimited to existing roads and
tralls In HMAs. Land disposal
HMAs If no adverse impact.

Excess horses and burros will
be removed to a level from
which it will take 3 years to
sgain reach AML. Delete
Monltor HMA.
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SUMMARY OF DETERMINATION

TABLE S A
S BY ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PLAN
(Continued)

Cultural
Resources

Close 140 ac to mineral
{easing and 4 ac to mineral
entry. Close Gravel Bar road.

Limit vehicles to existing
rosads and trails on 12,400
ac. On additional 8,480 ac
fimit vehicles to existing
roads and trails, no land
disposat, no minersl material
sales. Maintain closure of
Grave) Bar road.

Close 90 ac to minersl
teasing. Withdraw 80 ac and
limit vehicles to existing
roads and trails. Designate
22,020 ac as ACECs with
NSO and withdraw from
minerat entry. Maintain
closure of Gravet Bar road.

NSO on 90 ac. Withdraw 80
ac and limit vehicles to
existing roads and trails.
Designate 821 acres as
ACECs with NSO and
withdraw. Maintain closure
of Gravel Bar road.

NSO on 90 sc. Withdraw 80
ac and limit vehicles to
existing roads and trails.
Designate 821 acres as
ACECs with NSO and
withdraw. Designate 1,185
ac as ACECs with NSO and
withdraw 886 ac. Maintain
closure of Gravel Bar road.

Paleontological
Resources

Update Class | survey.

Update Class | survey.

Update Class | survey.

Update Class | survey.

Update Class | survey.

Lands and Rights-
of-Way

Discretionary disposal of
60,082 ac including 9,042
ac for agricuftural entry,

Discretionary disposal of
363,000 ac Including 32,154
ac for agricultural entry.

Discretionary disposal of
40,662 ac including 9,042
for agricultural entry. Acquire
1,935 acres if feasible.
50,400 ac included in right-
of-way avoidance areas. No
disposal in HMAs. Rights-of-
way allowed if compatible
with values on 660,870 ac,
excluded on 48,080 ac. No
new communications sites.

Discretionary disposal of
297,000 ac including 28,314
ac for agriculture entry.
Acquire 1,680 acres if
feasible. Rights-of-way
allowed If compatible with
values on 168,641 ac. No
new roads for
communication sites on
324,000 ac. No
communication sites
authorized on Lone Mountain.

Discrstionary disposal of
299,140 ac including 32,154
ac for sgricultural entry.
Acquire 1,200 acres if
feasible. Rights-of-way
allowed if compatible with
values on 148,845 ac. No
new roads for communication
sites on 324,000 ac. No
communication sites
authorized on Lone Mountain.

Areas of Criticat
Environmental
Concern {ACECs)

No ACECs designated.

The following ACECs
designated:

Lunar Crater 2,560 acres
Lone Mountain 14,400 acres

The foltowing ACECs
designated:

Lunar Crater 39,680 acres
Timber Mountain 7,040 acres
Amargoss-Oasis 490 acres
Cane Man Hill 680 acres
Lone Mountain 14,400 acres
Railroad Valley 16,470 acres

Rhyolite 460 acres
Stomy Abel 12,320 acres
Trap Springs 8,480 acres
Tybo-Mcintyre 80 acres

The following ACECs
designated:

Lunar Crater 39,680 acres
Amargoss-Oasis 490 acres
Cane Man Hill 660 scres
Lone Mountain 14,400 acres
Railroad Valley 16,470 acres
Rhyolite 61 acres
Tybo-Mcintyre 80 acres

The following ACECs
designated:

Lunsr Crater 39,680 acres
Amargoss-Oasis 490 acres
Cane Man Hilt 680 acres
Lone Mountain 14,400 acres
Reilroad Valley 16,470 acres
Rhyolite 425 scres
Tybo-Mcintyre 60 acres

Sl




TABLE S A
SUMMARY OF DETERMINATIONS BY ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PLAN
(Continued)

Recreation

Vehicles unrestricted on 84%
of Resource Area. Gravel Bar
Road closed.

Vehicles unrestricted on 90%
of Resource Area. Gravel Bar
Road closed. Designate 4
SRMASs.

Vehicles unrestricted on 36%
of Resource Area. Grave! Bar
Road closed. Primitive and
semi-primitive areas closed.
Designate 7 SRMAs.

Vehicles unrestricted on 79%
of Resource Area. Gravel Bar
Road closed. Primitive and
semi-primitive areas closed.
Designate 7 SRMASs.

Vehicles unrestricted on 77%
of Resource Area. Gravel Bar
Road closed. Vehicles limited
to existing roads and tralls in
primitive and semi-primitive
non-motorized and semi-
primitive motorized areas.
Designate 7 SARMAs.

Wildemess

WSAs released by Congress
returned to multiple use.

WSAGs released by Congress
retumed to multiple use.

WSAgs released by Congress
retumed to multiple use.

WSAGs released by Congress
returned to multiple use.

WSAGs released by Congress
retumed to multiple use.

Fluid
Minerals

5,397,602 ac open to fluid
mineral leasing, 662,779 ac
closed, 3,960 ac with NSO,
ond 26,760 ac seasonal
NSO.

6,425,022 ac open to fluld
mineral leasing, 607,799 ac
closed, 2,720 ac NSO, and
55,660 ac seasonal NSO,

4,823,466 ac open to fiuld
mineral leasing, 1,059,235
ac closed, 168,000 ac NSO,
and 60,400 ac seasonal
NSO.

6,380,601 ac open to fluid
mineral leasing, 604,635 ac
closed, 3,264 ac NSO, and
72,400 ac seasonal NSO.

5,360,477 ac open to fluld
mineral leasing, 607,799 ac
closed, 50,426 ac NSO, and
72,400 ac soasonal NSO.

Locatable
Minerals

6,057,106 ac open to
mineral entry, 21,139 ac
withdrawn, and 12,856 ac
closed.

6,045,134 ac opsen to
mineral entry, 11,993 ac
withdrawn, and 33,974 ac
closed.

5,633,099 ac open to
mineral entry, 647,138 ac
withdrawn, and 10,863
closed.

6,022,605 ac open to
mineral entry, 38,380 ac
withdrewn, and 30,118 ac
closed.

6,020,948 ac open to
mineral entry, 35,718 ac
withdrawn, and 34,435 ac
closed.

Minera!
Matorlals

6,065,901 ac open to
disposal of mineral materials,
and 26,200 ac closed.

6,026,317 ac open to
disposal of mineral materials,
9,224 ac closed, and 55,660
ac open, with seasonal
restrictions.

5,428,001 ac open to
disposal of mineral materials,
612,700 ac closed, and
60,000 ac open with
seasonal restrictions.

6,986,038 ac open to
disposal of mineral materials,
67,065 ac closed, and
49,000 ac open with
seasonal restrictions.

5,968,177 ac open to
disposal of mineral materlals,
650,624 ac closed, and
72,400 ac open with
seasonal restrictions.

Non-Energy
Minerals

65,486,566 ac open to
jeasing, 604,636 ac closed.

5,425,022 ac open to
feasing, 610,519 ac closed,
and 66,5660 ac open with
seasonal restrictions.

4,823,466 ac open to
leasing, 1,217,235 ac
closed, 50,400 ac open with
seasonal restrictions.

6,380,501 ac open to
leasing, 661,800 ac closed,
and 49,000 ac open with
seasonasl restrictions.

5,368,817 ac open to
leasing, 659,884 ac closed,
and 72,400 ac open with
seasonal restrictions,

Fire Management

Contain fires within 100 ac
80% of time. Life/property
fires kopt to 5 Ac B7% of
time.

Contalin fires within 100 ac
80% of time. Lite/property
fires kept to 1 Ac 100% of
time. Habitet resources fires
keptto 5 sc.

Zone 1 fires aggressively
Initial attacked. Zone 2 fires
allowed to bum within-
prescription. Life/property
fires kept to 1 ac 100% of
time. Habitat resources fires
kept minimal.

Zone 1 flres contained within
10 sc. Zone 2 fires allowed
within prescription.
Life/property fires kept to 1
ac 100% of time. Habitat
resource fires kept minimal.

Zone 1 fires contained to 100
ac 90% of time.
tife/property fires kept to 6
ac B7% of time. Habitat
resource fires kept minimal.
Zone 2 fires sllowed within
prescription.



TABLE S B
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVES

Table S B provides a st y of mejor imp to sach of the four siternatives pressnted in the Draft T
Mansgement Plen (RMP)/Finel Environmentel Impect Statement (FEIS). A 4 lon of imp

P P

pah Resource M.
for easch

0 Pian and Envi /1 St ! d inJuns, 1993, end this Proposed Resource
is provided in Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS end Chapter 4 of this Proposed RMP/FEIS.

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

ALTERNATIVE 4

PROPOSED

Air Resources

No major impacts.

No major Impacts.

No maejor impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

Watershed Reduced erasion snd Reduced erosion and Reduced sedimentstion on Reduced sedimentation on Reduced sedimentation on
sedimentation on 13.6 mi of sedimentation on 13.5 mi of 32.8 mi of stream. 32.8 mi of stream. 32.8 mi of stream.
stresm. stream.

Vegetation No major impacts. No major impacts. No major impacts. No meajor impacts. No major impacts.

Fish snd Animal demage control targets Animal demage control targets Specific predator control Specific predator control Specific predstor control

Witdlife Habitat

non-offending predators.
improved or maintained
conditions on 13 miles of
stream. Sage grouse sdversely
1 : tad bY
fivestock and wild horse/burro
grazing. Long term negative
impacts occur from land
disposal. Adverse Impacts to
bighom result from land use
activities and road

non-offending predators.
Improved or maintained
conditions on 13 miles of
stream. Sage grouse adversely
Impacted by season-long
lvestock and wild hores/burro
grazing. Long term negative
impacts from land disposal.
Adverse impacts to bighomn
from land uses and road
construction. Reduced i t:

benefit non-otfending animals.
Improved or maintained
conditions on 32.8 mi. of
stream. Sage grouse benefit
from improved grazing
management. Long term
negative Impacts from land
disposal. Adverse impacts
from land uses and road
construction mitigated by

construction. Reduced impacts
from mineral leasing by
closures of 23,160 ac, NSO
stipulations on 3,960 ac and
seasonal restrictions on 28,760
sc.

al NSO on 51,290
sc and withdrawal on 3,120
ac.

from

it on 50,400
ac, closure of additional
23,320 ac. Bighom benefit by
closure of 324,000 ac to now

ication sites, cl of
23,320 ac to OHV events,
seasonal restrictions on 52,920
ac, closure of primitive or semi-
primitive non-motorized areas
to vehicles, and withdrawal of
1440 ac. Trout benefit from
limiting OHV to existing roads
and trails along 9.4 mi of
stream.

benefit non-offending snimals.
improved or maintained
conditions on 32.8 mi of
stream. Sage grouss benefit
from improved grazing
management. Long term
negative impacts from lend
disposal. Adverse impacts
from land uses and road
construction mitigated by
seasonal restrictions on
disturbing activities on 72,400
ac. Bighom benefit by closure
to new communication sites on
324,000 ac, seasonal
restrictions on 72,400 ac,
closure of primitive or semi-
primitive non-motorized areas
to vehicles, semi-primitive
motorized areas closed to OHV
events, withdrawal of 1440 ac.
Trout benefit from limiting OHV
to existing roads and trails
along 8.4 mi of stream.

benefit non-offending
animals, Improved or
maintained conditions on
32.8 mi of stream. Sage
grouse benefit from grazing
management. Long term
negsative impscts from land
disposal. Adverse impects
from land uses and road
construction reduced
soasonal reatrictions on
72,400 ac. Bighom benefit
by closure of 324,000 ac to
new communication sites,
seasonsl restrictions on
72,400 ac, limiting vehicles
to existing roads and trails in
primitive, seml-primitive non-
motorized and semi-primitive
motorized sreas, and 1,600
ac closed to OHV events,
and 1440 ac withdrawal.
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TABLE S B

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVES (Continued)

RESOURCE

Fish and Wildlife
Habitat
{Continued)

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

Adverss impacts from mineral
development reduced by
seasonal restrictions on 60,400
ac, closure to mineral lsssing
of 21,880 ac and NSO on
3,960 ac, and right-of-way
avoidance areas.

ALTERNATIVE 4

Adverse impacts from mineral
development raduced by
seasonal restrictions on 72,400
ac, withdrawal of 3,480 ac,
and seasonal NSO on 23,160
ac.,

PROPOSED

Trout benefit from limiting
OHV to existing roads and
trails. Adverse impacts from
mineral development reduced
by seasonal restrictions on
72,400 ac, and withdrawal
of 3,480 ac, and seasonal
NSO on 23,160 ac.

Special Status
Species

Adverse Impact from disposal
of 10,781 sc.

Adverse impacts from mineral
leasing mitigated by NSO on
60 sc.

Adverse impact from disposal
of 30,000 ac. Benefits from
OHYV restricted to existing
roads on 490 ac.

Adverse impacts from mineral
leasing mitigated by NSO on
80 ac.

Adverse Impact from disposal
of 10,300 ac. Bensfits from
OHV restricted to existing
roads and trails on 71,090 ac.
Benefits from 490 ac ACEC,
withdrawal, and livestock and
burro exclusion,

Adverse impacts from minerat
leasing mitigated by NSO on
3,480 ac.

Adverse impact from disposal
of 30,000 ac. Benefit from
OHV restricted to existing
roads and trails on 71,090 ac.
Benefits from 490 ac ACEC,
withdrawal, and tivestock and
burro exclusion.

Adverse impacts mineral
leasing mitigated by NSO on
3,480 ac.

Adverse impact from disposal
of 30,000 ac. Benefit from
OHV restricted to sxisting
roads and trails on 71,080
ac, Benefits from 490 ac
ACEC, withdrawal, and
livestock and burro

exclusion.

Adverse impacts mineral
leasing mitigated by NSO on
3,480 ac.

Riparian Habitat

Improvement of 6.5 mi of
ripardan through livestock
oxclusion. Most springs
continue to be degraded.
Adverss impact by disposal
of 8 mi of stream. Limiting
vehicles to existing roads and
trails benefits 4,160 ac.

Benefit from NSO on 3,720
ac and withdrawal of 14,710
ac.

Benefits from livestock
exclusion on 2,236 ac. Spring
developments benefit riparian.
Limiting vehicles to existing
roads and trails benefits 4,160
ac.

Benefit from NSO on 3,720 ac
and withdrawal of 4,154 ac.

Benefits from livestock
oxclusion on 2,235 ac. Spring
developments benefit riparian.
Limiting vehicles to existing
roads and trails benefits 4,150
ac, Benefits from NSO on
3,720 ac, and withdrawal of
4,154 ac, and 490 ac ACEC.

Vehicle closures and minera!
withdrawal protects 8.5 miles
of stream and 800 acres of
riparian,

Benefits from livestock
exclusion on 2,236 ac. Spring
developments benefit riparian.
Limiting vehicles to existing
rosds and traile benefits 4,160
ac. Benefits from NSO on
3,720 ac, and withdrawal of
4,154 ac, and 490 ac ACEC.

Vehicle closures and minerat
withdrawal protects 9.4 mi of
stream and 800 acres of
riparian. Banefits from NSO on
3,720 sc end withdrawal
4,164 ac.

Benefits from livestock
exclusion on 2,235 ac.
Spring developments banefit
riparian. Limiting vehicles to
existing roads and tralls
benefits 4,150 ac. Benefits
from NSO on 3,720 ac, and
withdrawal of 4,164 ac, and
480 ac ACEC.

Vehicle closures and mineral
withdrawal protects 8.4 mi

of stream and 800 acres of

riparian. Benefits from NSO

on 3,480 ac and withdrawal
4,154 ac.
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TABLES B
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVES (Continued)

Forestry and
Vegetation
Products

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No masjor impacts.

Livestock Grazing
Management

No major impacts.

Disposal of 363,000 ac
eliminates Francisco Allotment
and % of Smoky Allotment.

No major impacts,

Dispossl of 297,000 ac
eliminates Francisco Allotment
and % of Smoky Allotment.

Disposat of 297,000 ac
eliminates Francisco
Allotment and % of Smoky
Allotment.

Wild Horses and
Burro
Meanagement

Adverss impacts from
disposal of 4,680 ac in
HMAs,

Adverse impacts from disposa)
of 66,000 ac In HMAs,

Adverse Impact from burro
exclusion on 490 ac. Horses
and burros benefit from
retaining lands in HMAGs,
limiting vehicles to roads and
trails in HMAs.

Adverse impact from burro
exclusion on 490 ac. Adverse
impacts from disposal of
66,000 sc in HMAs.

Adverse impact from burro
exclusion on 490 ac,
Adverse impacts from
disposa! of 66,000 ac in
HMAs.

Cuttural
Resources

Disposat of 59,082 ac
adverssly impacts estimated
1.076 sites.

Withdrawal of 21,139 ac
protects 499 sites.

Closure of 25,200 acres to
mineral materials sales
protects 608 sites.

Disposal of 363,000 sc
adversely impacts estimsted
6,509 sites.

Closure to mineral leasing and
NSO on 5960 ac protects
astimated sites.

Withdrawal of 11,993 ac
protects estimated 246 sites.

Closure of 5,960 ac to mineral
materials sales protects
ostimated 144 sites.

Disposal of 40,662 ac
asdversely impacts estimated
730 sites.

Closure to mineral leasing and
NSO on 612,700 ac protects
estimated 20,809 sites,

Withdrawal of 47,139 ac
protects estimated 11,971
sites.

Closure of 612,700 acres to
mineral materials sales and
non-energy lsasing protects
ostimated 14,786 sites.

Disposal of 297,000 ac
adversely impacts estimated
5,342 sites.

Closure to minerat {easing and
NSO on 57,041 ac protects
estimated 1,938 sites.

Withdrawa! of 40,068 ac
protects estimated 874 sites.

Closure of 67,041 acres to
minersl materials sales and
non-energy leasing protects
ostimated 1,337 sitos.

Disposel of 299,140 ac
adversely impacts sstimated
5,380 sites.

Withdrawal of 52,670 ac
protects estimated 1,040
sites.

Closure of 50,524 ac to
mineral materiale sales
protects estimated 1,220
sites,

Closure of 55,348 ac to non-
energy mineral leasing
protects estimated 1,336
sites.
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TABLES B
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVES (Continued)

Lends and Righte-
of-Way

No major impacts.

Discretionary disposal of
363,000 ac provides flexibility
for community expansion and
agriculture development,

Discretionary disposal of
40,662 ac limits community
sxpansion and agricultural
development. Right-of-way
facilitlos relocsted or modified
on 597,000 ac. Rights-of-way
avoided on 711,270 ac. No
disposat in HMAGs fimits ability
for community expansion and
agriculture development.

Prohibiting new communication
sites results in overcrowding at
oxisting sites,

Discretionary disposal of
297,000 ac provides flexibility
for community expansion and
agricuiture development.
Ground access for new
communication sites on
324,000 ac prohibited.

Dlscretionary disposal of
299,140 ac provides for
flexibility for community
expansion and agriculture
development, Ground access
for new communication sites
on 324,000 ac prohibited.

Prohibiting communication
site on Lone Mountain results
in overcrowding at other
sites,

Areas of Critical
Environmental
Concemn (ACECs)

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

X Recreation

OHV use adversely impacted
by restriction to existing
roads and trails in 10% of
Resource Area.

Designstion of 4 SRMAs

increase recreation opportunity.

OHV use adversely impacted
by restriction to existing rosds
and traile in 10% of Resource
Aree.

OHV use adversely impacted
by closure or restriction to
oxisting roads and trails in 64%
of Resource Area. Routes for
competitive svents limited
sround Goldfleld. ACECs,
SRMAs enhance recreation
opportunities except OHVs.

OHV use adversely impacted
by closure or restriction to
existing roads and trails in 21%
of Resource Area. Routes for
competitive avents limited
around Goldfield. ACECs,
SRMASs enhance recreation
opportunities except OHVs.

OHV use adversely impacted
by restriction to existing
roads and trails in 23% of

R Ares. Routes for
competitive svents limited
around Qoldfield. ACECs,
SRMAs enhance recreation
opportunities except OHVs,

Witdernses

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major Impacts.

No major Impacts,

Fluid Minersls

Closure of 23,160 ac
precludes leasing and
prevents drilling of 14 waells.
NSO on 3,960 ac requires
directionel drifling. Seasonal
NSO on 26,760 ac causes
scheduling problems.

Seasonsl NSO on 34,620 ac
causes schaduling problems.
NSO on 80 ac requires
directional drilling. Removal of
NSO restrictions at Lunar
Crater ACEC opens an

additional 27,620 ac to leasing.

Closure of 21,880 ac precludes
leasing. Seasonal NSO on
50,400 ac causes scheduling
problems. NSO on 3,720 sc
requires directional drilling.
NSO on 39,680 ac requires
directional drilling. Vehicle
closure of 429,490 ac of
primitive and semi-primitive
non-motorized areas precludes
drilling of 25 oll wells and 6
geothermal wells.

NSO on 43,400 ac requires
directionst drilling. Limiting -
vehicles to existing roads and
tralls in primitive and seml-
primitive non-motorized, and
semi-primitive motorized areas
impacts drilling of 25 wells.

Seasonal NSO on 72,400 sc
causes echeduling problems.
NSO on 50,425 ac requires
directional drilling. Limiting
vehicles to axisting roads and
traile, uniess new access
was approved, in primitive,
semi-primitive non-motorized,
and semi-primitive motorized
areas impacts drilling of 26
wolls.

Oy




P

TABLE S B

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVES (Continued)

Locatable
Minerals

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

6 Notices converted to Plans of
Operation on 490 ac.
Designation of ACECs requires
conversion of 18 Notices to
Plans of Operation annually.
Vehicle closure of 430,290 ac
limits exploration and Plans of
Operation required.

Vehicle closure snd
withdrawals in primitive and
somi-primitive areas results in a
15% reduction in minerat
activity.

5 Notices converted to Plans of
Operation. Designation of
ACECs converts 4 Notices to
Plans of Operations yearly.
Vehicls closure of 430,290 ac
fimits exploration and Plans of
Operaticon required. Vehicle
closure and withdrawals in
primitive and semi-primitive
areas results in a 156%
reduction in mineral activity.

5 Notices converted to Plans
of Operation. Designation of

ACECs converts 4 Notices to
Plans of Operations yearly.

Limiting vehicles to existing
roads and tralls in primitive,
semi-primitive non-motorized,
and semi-primitive motorized
areas requires approval for
construction of new access
roads.

| Mineral Materials

No major lmp-c(-.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

Non-Energy
Minerals

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

Three prospecting permit
applications and one brine-type
mine not developed.

One brine-type mine not
developed.

One brine-type mine
developed.

Fire Management

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

No major impacts.

Economic
Conditions

Land disposals resutt in loss
of 3600 AUMs and net ranch
income of $19,000.

Land disposals result in loss of
14,600 AUMs and net ranch
income of $76,125.

Land disposals result in loss of
2,800 AUMs and net ranch
income of $14,700.

Land disposals resutt in loss of
14,600 AUMs and net ranch
income of $76,125.

Land disposals result in loss
of 14,600 AUMs and net
ranch income of $76,126.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Tonopah Resource
Management Plan (RMP) is to provide the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) direction to
manage its natural resources in the Tonopah
Resource Area.

This Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS)
is prepared in accordance with the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act, National
Environmental Policy Act, the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1500), and BLM's planning regulations {43 CFR
1600).

The need for a new Plan became evident as a
result of a monitoring evaluation conducted in
1989 of the Tonopah Management Framework
Plan (MFP) (1981) and the £smeralda-Southern
Nye RMP (1986). The conclusion of the
monitoring is summarized as follows:

Management of the Resource Area is currently
guided by two existing land use plans: the
Tonopah MFP and the Esmeralda-Southern Nye
RMP. Consolidated, these two plans will
comprise a single, multiple-use, comprehensive
document capable of providing guidance for
making sound decisions for the variety of land
uses encompassed within the Resource Area.
Combining the two planning areas provides for
compatible decisions and continuity of
managerial direction throughout the Resource
Area.

During evaluation of the T7onopah MFP it
became evident that a combination of
expanding resource development and changes
in management direction had rendered the
document inadequate for long-term
management guidance of many resources, in
particular, minerals, realty, and woodland
products. A review of the Esmeralda-Southern

Nye RMP reflected a similar situation.

Moreover, a Bureau mandate to amend land
use plans for fiuid minerals indicated a need to
prepare an RMP covering the entire Resource
Area.

GENERAL LOCATION AND GEOGRAPHY

The Resource Area is located within Nye
County and Esmeralda County, Nevada. The
boundary of the planning area is the same as
the Resource Area boundary (See Maps 1 and
2).

The planning area totals approximately
6,091,101 acres of public lands administered
by the BLM.

The Resource Area is typical of the Great Basin
geographical province. It has north-south
trending mountain ranges separated by wide
internally drained basins. The vegetation varies
between the northern cold desert, the Mojave
Desert, and the environmental ecotype
between the two areas. Elevations range
between 3,200 feet in the south to 9,561 feet
in the northeast.

RELATIONSHIP TO BLM POLICIES, PLANS,
AND PROGRAMS

This planning effort is in conformance with
Bureau Manual 1620, Supplemental Program
Guidance which identifies the program-specific
determinations that are usually made during
resource management planning.

There are four existing environmental impact
statements (EISs) covering actions in the
Resource Area.

1. The Tonopah Livestock Grazing EIS
was released in 1981. This document
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covers the Tonopah MFP. The first
Rangeland Program Summary (RPS)
was issued in February, 1983. A

- rangeland monitoring program has been
implemented and use adjustments have
been proposed based on monitoring
data and guidance provided in the
Tonopah Management Framework Plan.
The on-going monitoring and evaluation
program continues to provide adequate
managerial guidance. Therefore the
Tonopah RMP/EIS does not address the
allocation of forage beyond that which
currently exists.

2. The Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP/EIS
was released in November, 1984 and
the Record of Decision (ROD) was
issued in October, 1986. The
Esmeralda-Southern Nye RPS was
issued in September, 1987 initiating a
monitoring and evaluation program
which provides adequate managerial
guidance for the livestock grazing
program.

3. The Tonopah Wilderness
Recommendations Final EIS was
released in 1987. The Nevada State-
wide Wilderness Report contains
recommendations regarding
management of wilderness on 483,050
acres of public land in northern Nye
county. These recommendations to
Congress are not analyzed in this
RMP/EIS.

4. The Esmeralda-Southern Nye
Wilderness Final EIS was released in
1987. The Nevada State-wide
Wilderness Report contains wilderness
recommendations on 189,675 acres of
public land in southern Nye and
Esmeralda Counties. These
recommendations to Congress are not
analyzed in this RMP/EIS.

RELATIONSHIP TO BLM AND OTHER
POLICIES, PLANS, AND PROGRAMS

The Resource Area borders four BLM districts
(Carson City, Las Vegas, Ely, and California

Desert), as well as the Shoshone-Eureka
Resource Area of the Battle Mountain District.
Other federal lands within the planning area
include three National Forests (Toiyabe,
Humboldt, and inyo), as well as Death Valley
National Monument. This document has been
coordinated with existing land-use plans on
adjoining areas to ensure consistency to the

- extent possible.

The Draft RMP was developed involving
members of the Public, particularly in both Nye
and Esmeralda Counties. it has been
coordinated with the existing plans of both
counties. Where conflicting direction involving
the management of public lands occurs
between this plan and those of each respective
county, this RMP will comply with the laws and
statutes enacted by Congress to protect the
interests of the citizens of the United States.

PLANNING PROCESS OVERVIEW

The resource management planning process is
described in detail in BLM planning regulations
43 CFR 1600 and 40 CFR 1500. The Notice
of Intent to prepare the Tonopah RMP/EIS and
a notice of scoping period for the public to
participate in the identification of planning
issues, review of planning criteria, and
formulation of alternatives for the Tonopah
RMP was published in the Federal
Register/Volume 55, Number 29/Monday,
February 12, 1990. The planning process
involves the following nine basic steps:

Step 1: ldentification of Issues:

Planning issues are concerns or controversies
about existing and potential land and resource
allocation such as levels of resource use,
production and protection, and related
management practices. Based on public
comment during the scoping process in March,
1990, six Issues were identified for the
Tonopah RMP/EIS:

1. Determine what intensity of
management should be implemented in
Wild Horse and Burro Herd
Management Areas to ensure that there
is a thriving natural ecological balance




consistent with other resource values.

Determine if any lands should be given
special management consideration in
order to protect high resource values.

Determine if any lands should be
limited or closed to the use of off-
highway vehicles.

Determine what management
objectives should be established for
those wilderness study areas released
by Congress for non-wilderness,
multiple-use purposes.

Determine which lands within the

Resource Area should be identified as
preferred routes for utility corridor
locations to minimize conflicts with
other resource values.

Determine if any lands should be closed
to the leasing or location of minerals,

- and what terms, conditions, or other

special considerations should apply in
order to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation of the public land, on those
lands which are not closed.

Step 2: Development of Planning Criteria:

Planning criteria establish constraints and
guides for planning.purposes. They state what
will, or will not, be done during the planning
process. Based on Bureau guidelines and on
public comments received during the scoping
process in March, 1990, the following planning
criteria will be used in the development of the
Tonopah RMP/EIS:

1.

All decisions from previous land-use
plans which represent valid existing
management are included in the
Tonopah RMP/EIS.

The RMP/EIS does not address the
allocation of forage beyond the
determinations given in planning
documents in force in 1981. The
current monitoring, evaluation, and
adjustment program continues to

provide adequate managerial guidance.

Management of Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs) will continue under the
Interim Management Policy for Lands
Under Wilderness Review. Should all
or part of any WSA be released by
Congress from wilderness study,
resource management would come
under the scope of this Tonopah
RMP/EIS. Those areas designated by
Congress as Wildermmess will be
managed in accordance with the
Wilderness Act and the specific
enabling legislation requirements. A
Wilderness Management Plan detailing
management objectives and actions for
all resources will be prepared for each
area after designation.

Give priority to the designation of areas
of critical environmental concern
({ACEC).

Rely on the existing inventory and
studies of the public lands, their
resources, and other values.

To the extent possible, coordinate land-
use inventory, planning, and
management programs of other Federal
agencies and State and local
governments.

Prepare reasonably foreseeable
development scenarios based on
existing levels of mineral development
and at least one alternative addressing
a higher level of mineral development.
A scenario of lower mineral
development than that which currently
exists will not be developed.

Consider the management prescription
on adjoining lands in order to minimize
inconsistent management, especially in
regard to the identification of corridors.

The lands covered in the RMP/EIS are
the public lands within the boundaries
of the Resource Area. Determinations
will not be made for lands in adjoining
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districts.

10. No specific determinations will be made
on coal resources due to the poor
quality, marginal occurrence and lack of
expressed interest.

in addition to the above planning criteria, the
following requirements from BLM Manuals or
other regulations, will also be used to guide the
development of the RMP/EIS.

1. Use and observe the principles of
multiple-use and sustained yield.

2. Use an interdisciplinary approach in
order to integrate consideration of
physical and biological science and
€economics.

3. Consider current and potential uses of
the public lands.

4, Weigh long-term benefits to the public
against short-term benefits.

5. Section 302(b) of FLPMA requires the
Secretary of the Interior to manage the
public lands to prevent unnecessary or
undue degradation of the lands.

6. BLM 1620 Manual, Supplemental
Program Guidance, will be used to
identify resource condition objectives,
land-use allocations, and management
direction determinations that will be
made in this RMP.

7. Comply with all pertinent public land
laws, policies, and directions.

Step 3: Inventory and Data Collection:

This planning effort relies on existing
inventories and studies of the public lands from
previous planning documents, previous EISs,
resource program data, monitoring and
evaluation of on-going programs, and data from
other governmental agencies and individuals.

Step 4: Analysis of the Management Situation
(AMS):

The AMS describes current BLM management
direction. It includes a description of
environmental factors and data needed to
analyze and resolve the identified issues and to
make determinations in regard to Supplemental
Program Guidance. The AMS provides the
analysis of resource capabilities and
management opportunities needed to formulate
alternatives.

Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives:

Several alternatives have been developed to
resolve issues and management concerns, to
make determinations in regard to Supplemental
Program Guidance, and to address ways in
which to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts
which were not adequately addressed in
previous land-use plans. Current management
guidance from existing land-use plans is
described in the No Action Alternative.

Step 6: Estimation of Effects of Alternatives:

The potential impacts and changes that would
occur to the physical, biological, social, and
economic environments by implementing each
of the alternatives are analyzed.

Step 7: Selection of the Preferred Alternative

This alternative was generated in order to
resolve issues in a balanced manner. It
provides for the development of resources,
while protecting or enhancing environmental
values. It consists of elements from other
alternatives which have been modified to best
meet the multiple-use demands in the Resource
Area.

After the selection of the preferred alternative,
the Tonopah Draft RMP/Draft EIS was
distributed to the public, including other
government agencies and interest groups, for a
90-day comment period.

Step 8: Selection of the Resource
Management Plan:

Fol!owing completion of the period for public
review and comment on the Tonopah Daft
RMP/Draft EIS, the Battie Mountain District



Manager recommended a Proposed Plan to the
Nevada State Director for approval. - The
Proposed Plan incorporated relevant and
applicable comments received during the
review of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS.

The Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final
EIS (PRMP/FEIS) is being sent to the Governor
of the State of Nevada for a 60-day
consistency review, allowing the State to
determine whether the PRMP/FEIS is consistent
with State and local government plans and
policies.

The PRMP/FEIS is filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency and a 30-day protest period
begins. If no protests are received during this
time, the State Director will approve the plan

and publish a Record of Decision. Should any
part of the plan be protested, the Director will
resolve protests to the extent practical, and
then approve the plan and publish a Record of
Decision.

Step 9: Monitoring and Evaluation:

A monitoring and evaluation schedule and set
of standards will be established in order to: 1)
track implementation of decisions, 2) help keep
the plan current, 3) determine if the objectives
for the management of the resources are being
met, and 4) assess whether the RMP continues
to reflect the best resource management
decisions. Periodic reviews will be scheduled
at least once every five years.

RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROPOSED PLAN TO LOCAL LAND-USE PLANS

Under Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), all
BLM plans must be consistent, in so far as
possible, with resource related plans officially
approved or adopted by state and local
agencies. The Division of State Lands was
directed by the 1983 State Legislature (Senate
Bill 40) to “prepare, in cooperation with
appropriate state and local agencies and local
governments throughout the state, plans or
policy statements concerning the use of lands
in Nevada which are under federal
management.” The purpose of the plans is to
provide state and locally developed public land
management policies to be used by the various
federal agencies managing public lands in
Nevada. The Esmeralda County Board of
Commissioners on April 16, 1985, adopted the
Esmeralda County Policy Plan for Public Lands.
The Board of Commissioners of Nye County on

April 3, 1985, unanimously approved the Nye
County Policy Plan for Public Lands. The
relationship between the RMP and the
Esmeralda County Policy for Public Lands is
discussed in Appendix 14. The relationship
between the RMP and the Nye County Policy
for Public Lands is discussed in Appendix 15.

in 1994, the Nye County Board of
Commissioners approved the Nye County
Comprehensive Plan. The stated purpose of
the Comprehensive Plan is to serve as a guide
to the Nye County Board of Commissioners on
all matters of growth and development. The
public lands portion of the Comprehensive Plan
has not been developed. Therefore, no
meaningful comparison of the Proposed
RMP/EIS and the Comprehensive Plan can be
made at this time.




PROTEST PROCEDURES

Any person who participated in the planning
process and has an interest that is or may be
adversely affected by approval of the Proposed
RMP may file a written protest with the
Director of the BLM. Protests must be filed
within the 30-day period after the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
publishes a notice of receipt in the Federal
Register, of this Proposed RMP Final EIS.

Only those persons or organizations who
participated in this planning process leading to
this RMP may protest. If BLM records do not
indicate that you had any involvement in any
stage in the preparation of the Proposed RMP,
your protest will be dismissed without further
review.

A protesting party may raise only those issues
that he or she submitted for the record during
the planning process. New issues raised during

the protest period should be directed to the -

Tonopah Area Manager for consideration in
plan implementation, as potential plan
amendments, or as otherwise appropriate.

The period for filing a plan protest begins when
the Environmental Protection Agency Notice of
Availability of the final environmental impact
statement containing the Proposed RMP or
amendment is published in the Federal Register.
The protest period extends for 30 days. There
is no provision for any extension of time. To
be considered "timely”, your protest must be
postmarked no later than the last day of the
protest period. Also, although not a
requirement, your protest should be sent by
certified mail, return receipt requested.
Protests must be filed in writing to:

Director (760)

Bureau of Land Management

Division of Planning and Environmental
Coordination

1894 C St. NW (406 LS)

Washington, DC 20240

In order to be considered complete, your
protest must contain, at a minimum, the
following information:

1. The name, mailing address, telephone
number, and interest of the person filing the
protest.

2. A statement of the issue or issues being
protested.

3. A statement of the part or parts of the
Tonopah Resource Management Plan/Final
Environmental Impact Statement being
protested. To the extent possible, this should
be done by reference to specific pages,
paragraphs, sections, tables, maps, etc.,
included in the document.

4. A copy of all documents addressing the
issue or issues that you submitted during the
planning process or a reference to the date the
issue or issues were discussed by you for the
record.

5. A concise statement explaining why the
BLM State Director’'s decision is believed to be
incorrect. This is a critical part of your protest.
Take care to document all relevant facts. As
much as possible, reference or cite the planning
documents, environmental analysis documents,
available planning records (e.g. meeting
minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.).
A protest that only expresses disagreement
with the Nevada State Director's proposed
decision without any data will not be
considered.

2.




CHAPTER 2

PROPOSED PLAN AND RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES




CHAPTER 2

PROPOSED PLAN AND RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

The Proposed Resource Management Plan
(RMP) described in this chapter was developed
by a BLM interdisciplinary planning team. Itis
based on the preferred alternative in the
Tonopah Draft RMP, issued in June, 1993, and
has been modified through public and internal
comment. The Proposed RMP represents a
_complete plan to guide future management of
the public land in the Tonopah Resource Area.

The plan determinations are made up of two
elements; existing management that would
continue, and new RMP decisions. The number
and type of new RMP decisions were identified
by reviewing the current management situation,
public comments, BLM manual requirements
and management direction. These
determinations were based on district-wide
objectives and specific guidance. The
objectives and guidance were developed by
reviewing the various values and programs on
the district.

Land use actions would be implemented after
the State Director approves the RMP Record of
Decision.(ROD). The plan decisions become
final with the issuance of the ROD.
implemented actions include designations of
ACECs, utility corridor locations, OHV
designations, and VRM management classes.
Specific actions for ACECs and OHV
designations will be implemented as site-
specific management plans are developed and
appropriate clearances made.

Some actions cannot be implemented
immediately. For example, mineral withdrawal
revocations must be approved by the Secretary
of Interior. Thus, actions such as these may be
recommended in this RMP but would not
become valid until approved by the appropriate
authority. However, BLM intends to pursue all
actions recommended in this Proposed RMP

and included in the ROD.

Other actions in the RMP require the
completion of further detailed planning and
environmental compliance before on-the-ground
work can begin. For example, lands identified
for disposal could not be disposed of unless
they meet RMP objectives and other criteria for
disposal.

THE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives were considered in detail in
the Draft RMP/EIS. The alternatives were
formulated specifically to respond to the
planning issues identified at the beginning of
the planning process and to the BLM’s program
guidance. No single alternative satisfies all of
the planning concerns expressed. However,
the alternatives addressed the concerns in a
variety of ways.

Alternatives were formulated within the
following constraints:

All alternatives are legally feasible and
technically possible. The alternatives present
a balance between the legal requirements to
protect, restore, and enhance natural resource
values and the need to produce food, fiber,
minerals and services.

The Tonopah Draft RMP alternatives have been
developed to accommodate multiple-use
management of resources in Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs). The actions proposed are those
that will take place if the WSAs are released
from wilderness consideration by Congress.
Some of the proposed actions are compatible
with the Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review
{(IMP), and can be implemented, while others
must await final decisions from Congress.
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Should Congress designate wilderness areas,
the RMP will be maintained to accommodate
these new designations and to modify
decisions which conflict with objectives of
wilderness management. The management of
areas designated as wilderness will be guided
by the requirements of the Wilderness Act of
1964, specific enabling legislation, and
procedures of the BLM for management of
wilderness areas. The management of site-
specific wilderness areas will be included in
future wilderness management plans. Certain
actions are non-discretionary. These include
closure to motorized vehicle use (except for
valid existing rights and approved
nonconforming uses by permit) and withdrawal
from mineral entry.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE DRAFT
RMP

The alternatives are in accordance with the
discretionary limits established through
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.
Alternatives were developed to provide
management options which address both key
issues and management concerns.

ALTERNATIVE 1:

This is the No Action Alternative. Management
is performed in a manner which continues the
present level and systems of resource use as
described in the Tonopah MFP and the
Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP. These plans
contain a full array of multiple resource uses.
Where resources and-uses were not articulated
in those plans, some of the management
direction that is assumed for the No Action
Alternative was derived by extrapolating from
past management actions.

ALTERNATIVE 2:

This alternative provides opportunities for
private economic development and economic
diversity through the utilization of a wide range
of resources. Lands will be made available for
expansion and development, while protecting
sensitive resource values.

ALTERNATIVE 3:.

This alternative provides for private economic
development and economic diversity which is
constrained by environmental safeguards
designed for the preservation and enhancement
of environmental systems, and for species
diversity.

ALTERNATIVE 4:

This is the preferred alternative.  This
alternative provides for the development of
renewable and non-renewable resources, while
ensuring that the preservation and
enhancement of fragile and unique resources
will occur.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT
ANALYZED

Several alternatives were considered in
addressing specific issues in the Resource
Area. Among these were alternatives which
promoted unconstrained production or
protection and targeted specific resources.
Such alternatives were considered inappropriate
because they failed to meet the principles of
muitiple-use and sustained yield which is one of
the planning criteria of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976.

Alternatives dealing with the allocation of
forage and removing livestock from allotments
with less than satisfactory range conditions
were considered, but eliminated from further
study. Current decisions from the Esmeralda-
Southern Nye RMP/EIS, the Tonopah MFP and
the Tonopah Grazing EIS have adequately
analyzed the issue, provide adequate
managerial guidance, and allow for changes
based upon monitoring and evaluation.
Therefore, they have been restated in the
Proposed RMP.

An alternative was requested to be considered
which would have addressed the Las Vegas
Valley Water District's - applications for
diversion of water from 27 underground
sources in the Resource Area. These filings are
part of a total of 146 applications initially filed
in the Ely District, Las Vegas District, and the
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Tonopah Resource Area of the Battle Mountain
District. The BLM has protested all the
applications in accordance with State water
law. As of the date of preparation of this
Proposed RMP, no permits were granted on
these applications. Because the granting of
water rights is controlled by the State of
Nevada and BLM has submitted protests on
each filing in accordance with State law, and

because the BLM has no authority to determine
if the water rights are to be granted or not it
was determined'that dealing with this issue in

the RMP would not be proper. Whenever
permits are granted and right-of-way
applications are received, a detailed

environmental documentation of the project will
be undertaken.

THE PROPOSED PLAN

WATERSHED
Objective:

To maintain or improve watershed
conditions in the Resource Area.

RMP Determinations:

1. Prepare and implement activity plans
(Allotment Management Plans, Habitat
Management Plans and Herd
Management Area Plans) in watersheds
where there is a high potential to
reduce erosion, and identify site
specific resource objectives,
rehabilitation techniques,
designing and placement of
improvements such as check dams and
seedings. These watersheds are: Oasis
Valley, Wagon Johnnie, Hot Creek,
Sand Springs, Stone Cabin, Morey,
lone, Monitor, Ralston, Lower Railroad
Valley, Reveille, San Antone, Hunts
Canyon, Big Smoky, and Lower Hot
Creek (see Maps 3 and 4).

VEGETATION
Objective:

To provide for vegetative and ecological
diversity.

and the
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RMP Determinations:

1. Manage the vegetation resource for
desired plant communities (DPC). A
general listing of key plant species
associated with the DPC is shown in
Appendix 1 (these key plant species are
identified by basic vegetation
type/ecological site of occurrence).
Descriptions of specific DPC will be
developed by allotment at key areas.
Descriptions- will be based on
information collected at the key area
sites, including data on ecological
potential. Management of the
vegetative resource will provide for the
physiological needs of the key forage
plant species. Key forage plant species
are shown by aliotment in Appendix 2.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
Objective:

To designate VRM classes and manage to
maintain existing scenic qualities.

RMP Determinations:
1. Manage the Resource Area for the

following VRM classes {see Maps 7 and
8):
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Class | Areas: 0 acres
-Class ll Areas: 469,170 acres
Class Ill Areas: 218,000 acres

Class IV Areas: 5,403,931 acres
See Appendix 3 for definition of Visual
Resource Management Classes.

Manage scenic quality along five
identified highways as VRM Class il
areas (SR 374 between Beatty and
Death Valley National Monument, SR
276 between Scotty’s Junction and
Death Valley National Monument, SR
266 between Lida Junction and the
California border, SR 265 between Blair
Junction and Silver Peak, and SR 264
between U.S. 6 and the California
border).

Manage the Lunar Crater ACEC
(39,680 acres) and primitive and semi-
primitive non-motorized areas (see
Appendix 12 for definitions) (429,490
acres) as VRM Class i area.

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT

Objective:

To maintain and enhance wildlife habitat
and provide for species diversity.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Continue the following' management
decisions from previous planning:

a. On 9,127 acres at Toiyabe Bench,
livestock grazing would be excluded
until the objectives described in the
Toiyabe Bench Deer Winter Range
Management Plan are met. Once the
objectives have been met, controlled
livestock grazing will be allowed in
conformance with the plan to maintain
acceptable habitat conditions.

b. Lockes Meadow, Biue Eagie Pond,
Big Well, Chimney Springs, Reynolds
Spring and North Spring (a total of
2,317 acres) will continue to be

excluded from livestock grazing to
achieve riparian objectives, in
accordance with the Railroad Valley
HMP. Use by livestock in these
locations may be allowed on a non-
renewable basis to achieve objectives
identified in the HMP.

c. The reintroduction or augmentation
of bighorn sheep into potential habitat
areas in the Hot Creek, Goldfield,
Amargosa, Magruder/Palmetto, Monte
Cristo, Montezuma, Silver Peak,
Sawtooth, Bare Mountain, and Gold
Mountain habitat areas will continue to
be supported {see Maps 10 and 13).

d. Rocky Mountain elk will continue to
be managed in cooperation with the
Nevada Division of Wildlife (NDOW)
and the .U.S. Forest Service in
accordance with the Monitor Elk
Management Plan. Elk populations will
be allowed to increase until allowable
use levels are reached as determined
through monitoring and evaluation. If
overuse of vegetation occurs and elk
are determined to be the primary
offending animal, reductions will be
requested through NDOW.

Manage mule deer, antelope, elk, and
bighorn sheep habitat for good or
better condition.

Prepare or revise Habitat Management
Plans (HMP) for the entire Resource
Area to enhance habitats for game and
non-game wildlife species. Priorities
are as follows:

a. Maintain the Railroad Valley Wildiife
Management Area HMP.

b. Revise the Silver Peak HMP.

¢. Prepare HMP's for the following
areas: Bulifrog Hills, Fish Lake Valley
{White Mountains), Gold
Mountain/Stonewall, Grant/Quinn
Range, Hot Creek/Squaw Hilis, lone
Valley/Royston Hills, Kawich/Reveille,
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Magruder/Sylvania/Palmetto, Monte
Cristo/Lone Mountain, Montezuma,
Pancake Range/Sand Springs, Railroad
Valley (except for Wildiife Management
Area), Ralston/Monitor Valleys, San
Antone/Big Smoky Valley and Stone
Cabin/Little Fish Lake Valley.

On 28,920 acres of mule deer winter
range, restrict activities which might be
disturbing to mule deer between
January 15 and May 15 (see Maps 34
and 35).

On 26,000 acres of sage grouse
habitat, restrict activities which might
be disturbing to sage grouse between
February 15 and May 15 (see Maps 34
and 35).

Manage bighorn sheep . habitat
(324,000 acres) (see Maps 10 and 11)
by: prohibiting construction of new
roads to communication facilities and
limiting vehicle use to existing roads
and trails; prohibiting off-highway
vehicle events within one-quarter mile
of Specie Spring; restricting, between
February 1 and May 15, activities in
lambing areas which might be
disturbing to lambing (17,480 acres);
~and withdrawing 1,440 acres from
mineral entry which are lambing areas
at Stonewall Falls and Little Meadows.

Maintain antelope habitat in good or
better condition. Allow for re-
introduction and augmentation of
antelope populations and develop
additional water sources.

Animal damage control will be targeted
at the individual offending animal only.
There will be no preventative control
unless authorized by the BLM
authorized officer.

Apprcypriate off-site mitigation will be
considered during a plan of operation
review for locatable mineral actions
when an irretrievable loss of important
habitat is unavoidable, or a significant

long term adverse impact will occur.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Objective:

To protect, restore, enhance, and expand
habitat of special status species.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Manage Non-Intensive Category il
desert tortoise habitat (70,600 acres),
{see Map 15) by limiting vehicle use to
existing roads and trails. In cases in
where new road construction is
discretionary, no new roads will be
constructed in those washes in which
there may be an adverse impact on the
desert tortoise.

Continue to protect the Railroad Valley
springfish and its critical habitat at
North Spring and Reynolds Spring (80
acres) through management in
accordance with the Railroad Valley
Habitat Mansagement Plan. Fluid
mineral leasing is allowed on 80 acres
with a no surface occupancy stipulation
(see Map 34). No land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with
the area's values.

Designate the 15,470 acres as the
Railroad Valley ACEC to protect riparian
areas, wildlife habitat and threatened
species habitat (see Map 26; also see
Appendix 16 for legal descriptions).

Management of this area includes:
acquisition of non-consumptive
appropriative water rights; continued
exclusion of livestock from 2,317
acres; a utility corridor through the Blue
Eagle portion of the ACEC will be
designated below the Grant Range;
acquisition of 480 acres of private
lands through exchange or purchase at
Lockes Ranch, if economically prudent,
and if the owner is agreeable; limiting
vehicle use to existing roads and trails
in the ACEC; establish a Special
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Recreation Management Area; allowing
fluid mineral leasing with a no surface
occupancy stipulation on 3,480 acres;
reducing the existing withdrawal to
mineral entry from 14,710 acres to
3,040 acres; and withdrawing an
additional 440 acres of riparian area at
Lockes Pond. (See Appendix 16 for
legal descriptions.)

Designate the Amargosa-Oasis riparian
area, habitat for the Oasis Valley
speckled dace and the Amargosa toad,
as an ACEC (490 acres) (see Map 27;
also see Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions). Management of this area
includes: exclusion of livestock and
wild burros, no land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with
the area’s values, limitation of vehicle
use to existing roads and trails,
acquisition of non-consumptive
appropriative water rights, allowing
mineral leasing with a no surface
occupancy stipulation, and withdrawal
from mineral entry. If economically
prudent and if the owner is agreeable,
acquire adjacent private lands (280
acres) (see Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions) containing desirable
riparian values through exchange or
purchase.

Habitat for all candidate species (plant
and animal) will be managed to
maintain or increase current
populations of these species. The
introduction, reintroduction, or
augmentation of candidate, as well as
federally listed threatened or
endangered species, may be allowed if,
in coordination with NDOW and the
USFWS, it is deemed appropriate. Such
actions will be considered on a case-by-
case basis and will be subject to
applicable procedures outlined under

the SOPs, Environmental Review and

Management.

RIPARIAN HABITAT

Objective: -

To manage riparian habitats for proper
functioning condition (PFC).

RMP Determinations:

1.

Manage for proper functioning
condition on all 32.8 miles of streams,
streamside riparian areas, and all
springs, seeps, wet meadows and other
riparian areas in the Resource Area (see
Maps 14 and 15).

Manage for prevention of riparian
habitat deterioration on those streams
and riparian areas rated as functional.

Where streams and riparian areas are
rated as functional-at-risk, manage for
an improving trend, as determined
using techniques described in current
BLM Technical References and/or other
BLM guidelines. If needed, design and
implement management practices to
achieve an upward trend within 5 years
of issuance of the approved RMP/ROD.
If the desired trend does not occur, and
livestock and wild horses/burros are the
cause, exclude livestock and wild
horses/burros.

Where streams and riparian areas are
rated as non-functional and livestock
and wild horses/burros are the cause,
modify management and/or exclude
livestock and wild horses/burros.

Manage for trout habitat on Barley
Creek, Barker Creek, Clear Creek,
Corcoran Creek, Jefferson Creek,
Moores Creek, Mosquito Creek, Perry
Aiken Creek, Pine Creek, Silver Peak
Pond Creek, and Troy Creek (9.4 miles)
(see Table 3 C). Acquire minimum
water flows in accordance with State
water law to support trout. Limit
vehicle use to existing roads along a
300-foot wide strip on each side of the
above streams.

Acquire 160 acres of private land at
Moores Station which include trout
habitat, if economically prudent and the
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owner is agreeable. (See Appendix 16
for legal descriptions.)

FORESTRY AND VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS

Objective:

To provide

vegetation products for

consumptive use where compatible with
other resource values.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Authorize the harvest of woodland
products in greenwood cutting areas.
Limit authorization to 1,000 cords per
year. If Kawich and Silver Peak
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) are
released by Congress, greenwood
cutting areas will be established within
those areas. Establish new greenwood
cutting areas at Bellehelen,
Montezuma, Hot Creek Mtns., Squaw
Hilis, Piper Peak and Kawich and
expand cutting areas at Silver Peak,
Palmetto and Palmetto Wash (total of
11,850 acres). All newly opened
cutting areas will be closed when tree
canopy cover is reduced to 10 to 20
percent. Commercial harvest may be
allowed in any of these areas.

Permit the harvest of pinyon and
juniper deadwood only, in all accessible
woodland acreage outside WSAs. The
removal of dead mahogany,
cottonwood or aspen will be prohibited.

The harvest of Joshua trees in the area
that can be seen from Highway 95 near
Goldfield (100,000 acres) would not be
allowed. Commercial harvest of
Joshua trees will only be allowed for
salvage operations incidental to surface
disturbance. Until a complete inventory
is available to determine the sustained
yield and a new level of authorization
can be calculated, limit non-commercial
authorizations to 100 trees per year.

Permit cutting of Christmas trees and
limit harvest to 1,000 trees per year in

Allow only

all areas outside WSAs.
non-commercial harvest.

Permit the collection of common desert
plants and seeds. Creosote bush
harvest will only be authorized
northwest of State Route 267 in Nye
County. No sales of live desert plants
will remove more than 10 percent of
the existing canopy cover.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Objective:

To implement the recommendations of the

rangeland monitoring

and evaluation

program to resolve identified resource
conflicts and/or concerns in a way which
will achieve multiple-use management.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Continue the following management
practices:

a. The Tonopah MFP and Tonopah
Grazing EIS along with the Esmeralda-
Southern Nye RMP/EIS provide the
guidance necessary for the livestock
grazing program.

. b. The current stocking levels are

shown in Appendix 6 for the Tonopah
MFP and Appendix 7 for the Esmeralda-
Southern Nye RMP. The current
stocking level for each allotment was
set in previous land use plans, or has
been adjusted based on the evaluation
of monitoring data. The future
stocking level within each allotment will
be adjusted as determined through the
evaluation of short-term and long-term
monitoring data. In allotments where
monitoring data do not distinguish
individual use between livestock and
wild horses/burros, the stocking level
for livestock will be based on a
proportion derived from previous
planning documents. Allotment
boundaries are shown on Maps 16 and
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c. Livestock use will continue to be
excluded on Lockes Meadow, Biue
Eagle Pond, Big Well, Reynolds Spring,
North Spring, and Chimney Springs in
accordance with HMP objectives
(2,235 acres). Livestock use may be
allowed in these areas on a non-
renewable basis and in a prescribed
manner to achieve or maintain the
objectives identified in the HMPs.
Livestock use on Toiyabe Bench is
excluded until the objectives of the
Toiyabe Bench Deer Winter Range
Management Plan are met.

d. On 70,600 acres of Non-Intensive
Category il desert tortoise habitat (see
Map 15), and in accordance with the
August 14, 1991 Biological Opinion for
the Proposed Livestock Program Within
Desert Tortoise Habitat in Southern
Nevada, the following terms and
conditions have been placed in affected
grazing leases:

Livestock use within desert tortoise
habitat may occur from March 1
through October 14; forage utilization
shall not exceed 40 percent on key
perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs.

Livestock use in desert tortoise habitat
may occur from QOctober 15 through
February 28; forage utilization shall not
exceed 50 percent on key perennial
grasses and 45 percent on key shrubs
and perennial forbs.

The key forage species within this
habitat include as a minimum: Desert
Needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), Indian
Ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides),
White Burrobrush (Hymenoclea salsola)
and Winterfat (Eurotia lanata).

Should utilization exceed 40 percent on
key perennial grasses, forbs, and
shrubs during the period of March 1
through October 14; or 50 percent on
key perennial grasses and 45 percent
on key shrubs and perennial forbs
during the period of October 15

through February 28, the lessee shali
have ten (10) calendar days in which to
remove all livestock from desert
tortoise habitat. Utilization within each
allotment shall not be averaged either
among locations or over time.

All vehicle use in desert tortoise habitat
associated with the livestock grazing
program shall be restricted to existing
roads and trails.

Trash and garbage associated with
livestock grazing operations, i.e.,
branding, roundups, etc., shall be
removed from each camp site or work
location and disposed of off site in a
designated facility. No trash or
garbage shall be buried at work
locations within desert tortoise habitat.

Use of hay or grains as a feeding
supplement shall be prohibited in desert
tortoise habitat to avoid the
introduction of non-native plant
species. Mineral and salt blocks may
be authorized in accordance with 43
CFR 4100.

e. Unalloted lands at Columbus Salt
Marsh and Emigrant Peak will remain
unalloted.

f. The range improvement projects
proposed in the Tonopah Grazing EIS
and Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP
would be proposed in the RMP (see
Appendix 5).

Manage 22 allotments as *‘I’’ category,
three allotments as ‘M’’ category, and
nine allotments as ''C’’ category (see
Appendix 8).

Livestock will be excluded from the
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres).
Livestock use may be allowed in
exclusion areas in a prescribed manner
to achieve or maintain resource
objectives.
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS

Objective:

To manage wild horses and burros at levels
that will maintain and preserve a natural
thriving ecological balance consistent with
other resource needs within Herd
Management Areas.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Continue the following management
determinations

a. Six Herd Management Areas
(HMAs) in the Tonopah MFP and ten
HMAs in the Esmeralda-Southern Nye
RMP are identified and are listed in
Table 2 A. These HMAs are shown on
Maps 18 and 19.

b. The interim herd size or appropriate |

management level (AML) for each HMA
was defined in previous land use plans
or has been adjusted based on court
decisions or the evaluation of
monitoring data (see Table 2 A.)
Appendix 10 A and 10 B show interim
herd sizes and AMLs by allotment. The
future herd size or AML within each
HMA will be adjusted as determined
through the evaluation of short-term
and long-term monitoring data. When
the AML is established through
monitoring and evaluation, wild horse
and burro populations will not be
allowed to exceed the AML. The AML
will be revised only as a result of
monitoring and evaluation and to
achieve a thriving natural ecological
balance. Once the AML has been set,
a single gather plan will be prepared
and implemented and will remain in
effect until analysis of monitoring
information indicates the need for
adjustment. in HMAs where
monitoring does not distinguish
between wild horses/burros and
livestock, the interim herd size or AML
will be adjusted proportionately with
the current stocking level (active

preference) for livestock. See
Appendix 6 and 7 for allocations
between horses/burros and current
stocking levels for livestock. Wild
horse and burro populations could also
be reduced as a result of emergencies
(drought, fire, etc.) or conflicts with
private landowners. See Appendix 9
for examples of how forage allocation
is calculated.

c. The Monitor HMA identified in the
Tonopah MFP would be deleted.
Horses censused in 1974 were
mistakenly identified as wild horses.
These horses were actually privately
owned. Therefore, an HMA should
never have been identified.

d. Water would be made available in
rested pastures for wild horses and
burros wherever feasible.

Manage wild horse and burro
populations to maintain and preserve a
natural thriving ecological balance and
multiple-use relationship in HMAs (see
Maps 18 and 19).

Remove excess animals when interim
herd size or AML (see Table 2 A) and a
thriving natural ecological balance are
exceeded. When removals are
necessary animals will be reduced to a
point which will allow three years of
population increase before again
reaching the interim herd size or AML.

Close a one-fourth mile radius area
around Mud Spring to off-highway
vehicle events.

Apply for appropriative water rights
and/or assert public water reserves on
water sources as they are identified or
as they become available in HMAs.
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Bulifrog

Dunlep

Fish Lake Valiey
Gold Mountain

Reveille

TABLE 2 A
INTERIM HERD SIZE OR APPROPRIATE MANAGEMENT LEVEL (AML)

Herd Management Area l interim Herd Size'

12 horses and 218 burros
69 horses

62 horses and 12 burros
19 horses

Goldfield 227 horses and 71 burros
Hot Creek

Little Fish Lake

Montezuma 161 horses

Palmetto 184 horses
Paymaster/Lone Mountsin 48 horses

Sand Springs

Saulsbury 25 horses for 6 months*
Silver Peak 307 horses

Stone Cabin

Stonewall 13 horses and 34 burros

Appropriate Management Levels?

145-165 horses®
49 horses

364 horses

Service.

FORAGE ALLOCATION

RMP Determinations:

' Interim herd size is derived from previous planning documents and is the AML until modified or adjusted by
monitoring and evalusation.

2 The AML is the maximum number of wild horses and/or burros to be managed in a herd management erea and
has been set through monitoring and evsiuation or by court order.

3 High and low management levels as directed by 1987 Court Decision (Civil R-85-535 BRT) Fallini vs. Hodel.

4 Wild horses drift onto public lands from the adjacent Monitor Wild Horse Territory administered by the U.S.Forest

1. Continue the .present management

determinations:

a. Current stocking levels for livestock
and interim herd sizes for wild
horses/burros were set in the Tonopah
MFP and Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP
{see Appendix 6 and 7). These
stocking levels and herd sizes would
remain as valid existing management
unless modified by the monitoring,
evaluation, and adjustment process.

b. Livestock and wild horse/burro use
adjustments will be based on short-
term and long-term monitoring data.

Monitoring methods are described in
the 1984 Nevada Rangeland Monitoring

Handbook and other BLM technical
references.

c. Wildlife populations will be allowed
to increase. If monitoring data show
that wildlife are overusing the
vegetative resource the Nevada
Division of Wildlife will be requested to
control the herd sizes at a threshold
level which avoids resource damage.

d. When monitoring data indicate that
-additional forage is permanently
available and that wildlife objectives
have been met, the additional forage
may be allocated to livestock and wild
horses/burros. Additional forage
permanently available will be allocated
to livestock and wild horses/burros on
a proportional basis as established by
the Tonopah MFP or the Esmeralda-
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Southern Nye RMP (see Appendix 6
and 7). Increases in livestock grazing
use will be made in accordance with 43
CFR 4100.

e. When monitoring data show that
grazing use is causing an unacceptable
level or pattern of use, or exceeds the
carrying capacity, such use will be
reduced. When the offending class of
animal can be determined, the numbers
of animails in that class will be reduced.
If monitoring data do not distinguish
which is the offending animal, grazing
use will be reduced on a proportional
basis, or as adjusted through the
monitoring, evaluation and adjustment
process. The forage allocations are
shown in Appendix 6 and 7.
Reductions in livestock grazing use will
be made in accordance with 43 CFR
4110.

(For examples of how forage
allocations will be calculated see
Appendix 9.)

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Objective:

To

protect archaeological, historical,

paleontological, and socio-cultural
resources and manage for information,
public values, and conservation.

RMP Determinations:

1.

Continue the present management
determinations:

a. Manage the Trap Springs-Gravel
Bar Complex for information potential
by maintaining the existing road
closures until the information potential
of this complex can be recovered
through a comprehensive research and
data recovery program.

b. The Berlin Town Site will be
managed for conservation and will

remain closed to fluid mineral leasing
{704 acres). The segregation of the
area under the Classification and
Multiple Use Act will be terminated

(304 acres). The area will be
withdrawn from mineral entry.

c. Update the Class 1 survey for
paleontological resources in the
following areas: 1) fossiliferous
sedimentary rocks and Quaternary
alluvium, 2) lone Valley, 3) Tonopah
Flat, and 4) Gabbs Valiley.
Paleontological resources will be
managed to protect specimens and
maintain or enhance sites or areas for
their scientific and educational values.

Classify and manage cultural resources
for their information potential,
conservation, and public values. See
Appendix 13 for a complete description
of these management guidelines.

a. Manage for Information Potential:

Rockshelters; Late Pleistocene/Western
Pluvial Lakes Tradition Sites; sites on
valley bottoms lacking Pleistocene lake
features; historic sites lacking clear
association with either established
mining districts, locally important
ranching operations or major
transportation routes; and sites on
upper and lower bajada slopes.
Specific management determinations
are as follows:

1) Manage the Stormy-Abel Site
Complex (12,320 acres) by
prohibiting range improvements or
other actions that would increase
grazing in the vicinity of Storm,
Coyote, and Abel Springs. Limit
vehicle use to existing roads and
trails until the information potential
of this complex can be recovered
through a comprehensive research
and data recovery program. Once
the research program has recovered
the available information, the above
land use restrictions will be lifted.
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2) Manage the Trap Springs-
Gravel Bar Complex (8,480 acres)
to maximize data recovery and
salvage of cultural resources, while
allowing for oil and gas production.
This will be done by developing and
implementing a comprehensive data
recovery program; prohibiting
gravel sales on the gravel bar (679
acres); continue the closure of the
Gravel Bar Road and limiting vehicle
use to existing roads and trails in
the rest of the area. Once the
research program has recovered the
available information, the above
land use restrictions will be lifted.

b. Manage for Public Values:

Rockshelters; Late Pleistocene/Western
Pluvial Lakes Tradition Sites; sites on
valley bottoms lacking Pleistocene lake
features; historic sites lacking clear
association with either established
mining districts, locally important
ranching operations or major
transportation routes; and sites on
upper and lower bajada slopes.
Specific management determinations
are as follows:

1) Fluid mineral leasing will be
allowed with a no surface
occupancy stipulation at: Jumbled
Rock Petroglyphs (10 acres),
Moores Station Petroglyphs (40
acres), and Mountain View Arrastra
{40 acres) (see Map 33; also see
Appendix 16 for legal descriptions).

2) Withdraw from mineral entry:
Moores Station Petroglyphs (40
acres), Mountain View Arrastra (40
acres), and Tybo-Mcintyre kilns (80
acres) (see Map 24; also see
Appendix 16 for legal descriptions).

3) No land uses will be authorized
which are incompatible with
cultural values and limit vehicle use
to existing roads and trails at:
Moores Station Petroglyphs (40

acres) and Mountain View Arrastra
(40 acres).

4) Designate 425 acres as the
Rhyolite ACEC to protect historic
structures (see Map 27). Manage
historic structures for public uses.
Land disposal will not be allowed.
No land uses will be authorized
which are incompatible with the
area’'s values. Limit vehicle use t0
existing roads and trails. Provide
for signing and barricades to
exclude people from unsafe
structures. Establish a SRMA.
Allow mineral leasing with a no
surface occupancy stipulation.
Withdraw 126 acres from mineral
entry. {See Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions.)

5) Designate 80 acres (20 acres
around each set of kilns) as the
Tybo-Mclintyre Charcoal Kiins ACEC
to protect historic structures (see
Map 26). Manage historical values
for conservation and public vaiues.
No land uses will be authorized
which are incompatible with the
area’s special values. improve
access roads and limit vehicle use
to existing roads and trails.
Develop visitor use facilities and
establish a SRMA. Allow mineral
leasing with a no surface
occupancy stipulation. Withdraw
from mineral entry. (See Appendix
16 for legal descriptions.)

c. Manage for Conservation:

Rock shelters with datable deposits;
stratified sites; late Pleistocene/western
pluvial lakes tradition sites; historic
sites associated with established
mining districts, locally important
ranching operations or major
transportation routes; and sites
containing paleo-environmental data.
Specific management determinations
are as follows:



1) Designate 680 acres as the
Cane Man Hill ACEC to protect
prehistoric values (see Map 27).
No land uses will be authorized that
are incompatible with the area’s
values. Limit wvehicle use to
designated roads and trails. Allow
mineral leasing with a no surface
occupancy stipulation. Withdraw
from mineral entry. Manage
cultural resources for conservation
and information. (See Appendix 16
for legal description.)

3. Prepare a Class | overview of cultural

resources for the entire Tonopah
Resource Area.

LANDS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY

Objective:

To make lands available for community
expansion and private economic
development and to increase the potential
for economic diversity.

RMP Deaterminations:

1.

Continue the following management
determinations:

a. Continue to make available 43,760
acres of land for disposal.

b. A 160 acre parcel of private land at
Pritchards Station and a 160 acre
parcel of private land at Moores Station
are identified for acquisition.

c. Continue the withdrawal of 6,722
acres: Air Force (619 acres), BLM-
Power Site Reserve (17 acres), BLM-
Protective-Railroad Valley (3,040
acres), Department of Energy (2,571
acres, Federal Aviation Administration
(418 acres), Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (45 acres) and Forest
Service Administration (12 acres).

d. Continue the classification of
10,863 acres as suitable for sale or

lease under appropriate authority.

e. Continue the following
management determination: Revoke
the Pinyon Joshua Tree Transition
Research Natural Area (RNA)
designation and open the area to
mineral entry (520 acres). The RNA
designation has been evaluated as
inappropriate because no pinyon trees
are known to occur within the
designated RNA.

(Because all natural areas became
“instant” W.ilderness Study Areas
(FLPMA Section 603 (a)), this decision
has not been, and cannot be,
implemented until a final Congressional
wilderness decision is made.)

Make available a total of 299,140
acres of public lands for potential
disposal (see Maps 20 and 21). This
total includes 43,760 acres of the
50,040 acres identified for disposal
from previous land-use plan decisions,
32,154 acres of proposed and allowed
agricultural entries, and 223,226
additional acres. (See Appendix 16 for
legal descriptions.)

Retain for the purposes of resource
management those public lands
previously identified for disposal within
the Amargosa-Oasis ACEC, riparian
areas along Perry Aiken Creek,
Jefferson Creek, and deer winter range
along Chiatovich Creek (total of 6,280
acres).

If the original entrant or the entrant’s
assignee fails to "prove up” under the
agricultural land laws, lands classified
for agricultural entry will be disposed of
only under the sale and exchange
authorities.

Acquire private lands, if economically
prudent and if the owner is agreeable,
through exchange and/or purchase at
Moores Station (160 acres), Pritchards
Station (160 acres), Lockes Ranch




(480 acres), Amargosa-Oasis ACEC
(280 acres) and Rhyolite ACEC (120
acres) (see Maps 20 and 21). Al
acquired lands will be managed in
accordance with the RMP and activity
plans. (See Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions.)

In right-of-way avoidance areas, rights-
of-way and other discretionary lands
actions will be granted only if no
feasible alternative routes are available.
Any such grants, leases, or permits will
inciude appropriate stipulations to
protect the area’s special values. The
following right-of-way avoidance areas
will be established (see Maps 22 and
23):

a. Seasonal Restrictions: on deer
winter range between January 15 and
May 15 (28,920 acres), on sage grouse
habitat between February 1 and May
15 (26,000 acres), and on bighorn
sheep habitat between February 1 and
May 15 (17,480 acres) for a total of
72,400 acres.

b. Rights-of-way allowed within the
following areas will have to be
compatible with the special vaiues of
the area: no new roads will be
authorized in desert tortoise habitat if
there will be an adverse impact to
tortoise (70,600 acres), bighorn sheep
Jambing grounds (1,440 acres), Moores
Station Petroglyphs (40 acres),
Mountain View Arrastra (40 acres),
Lunar Crater ACEC (39,680 acres),
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres), Lone
Mountain ACEC (14,400 acres),
Railroad Valley ACEC (15,470 acres),
Rhyolite ACEC (425 acres), Tybo-
Mcintyre -Charcoal Kiins ACEC (80
acres), Clayton Valley Sand Dunes
SRMA (2,500 acres), and Crescent
Sand Dunes SRMA (3,000 acres) for a
total of 148,845 acres. (Some areas
overlap, affecting total.)

c. New roads for communication

10.

11.

12.

13.

facilities will not be allowed within
bighorn sheep habitat (324,000 acres).

d. Communication sites will not be
authorized within the Lone Mountain
ACEC.

e. Ali other lands within the Resource
Area in which there are no unresolvable
conflicts with other resource values will
be open to consideration for linear or
areal rights-of-way, leases, and land
use permits.

No right-of-way exclusion areas will be
established.

A total of 35,718 acres will be
withdrawn from mineral entry (see
Maps 24 and 25). (See Appendix 16
for legal descriptions.)

Continue the existing withdrawal of
6,722 acres.

Reduce the existing withdrawal of the
Railroad Valley Wildlife Management
Area from 14,710 acres to 3,040 acres

Terminate the withdrawal of the BLM
Administrative Site (5 acres) and the
Pinyon Joshua Transition Natural Area
(520 acres).

Withdraw an additional 28,996 acres
from mineral entry as follows: bighorn
sheep lambing grounds (1,440 acres),
Gold Point {60 acres), portions of Lunar
Crater ACEC (25,600 acres),
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres),
Rhyolite (126 acres), Tybo-Mcintyre
ACEC (80 acres), Mountain View
Arrastra {40 acres), Moores Station
Petroglyphs (40 acres), and Railroad
Valley ACEC (440 acres).

Terminate all classifications under the
Small Tract Act and Classification and
Multiple Use Act, and classify an
additional 23,752 acres proposed for
agricultural entry for a total of 34,435
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acres.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN (ACECs)

Objective:

To protect sensitive resource values
through formal designation and recognition
in combination with other resource values.

RMP Determinations:

Legal descriptions of proposed ACECs are
shown in Appendix 16. See Appendix 17
for a description of the ACEC determination
process followed in this RMP.

1.

Designate the Lunar Crater Volcanic
Field (39,680 acres) as an ACEC to
protect important geological features
(see Map 26). No land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with
the area’s values. Limit vehicle use to
existing roads and trails. Establish a
Special Recreation Management Area in
the ACEC. Aliow mineral leasing with
a no surface occupancy stipulation.
Withdraw 25,600 acres from mineral
entry. Conduct validity exams on ali
Plans of Operations within the ACEC.

. Close to minera! material disposal.

Designate 490 acres as the Amargosa-
Oasis ACEC to protect riparian values
and the habitats of special status
species (see Map 27). Acquire non-
consumptive appropriative water rights.
Exclude livestock and wild burros from
riparian vegetation. No land disposal
will be allowed. Acquire adjacent
private lands through exchange or
purchase. No land uses will be
authorized that are not compatible with
the area’s value. Limit vehicle use to
existing roads and trails. Allow mineral
leasing with a no surface occupancy
stipulation. Withdraw from mineral
entry. Close to mineral material
disposal.

3. Designate 680 acres as the Cane Man

Hill ACEC to protect prehistoric values
(see Map 27). No land uses will be
authorized that are incompatible with
the area’s values. Limit vehicle use to
designated roads and trails. Allow
mineral leasing with a no surface
occupancy stipulation. Withdraw from
mineral entry. Manage cultural
resources for conservation and
information. Close to mineral material
disposal.

Designate 14,400 acres as the Lone
Mountain ACEC to protect habitat
representative of Nevada’s species
diversity (see Map 27). No land uses
will be authorized which are
incompatible with the area’s values. No
communication sites will be authorized.
Limit vehicle use to existing roads and
trails.

Designate 15,470 acres as the Railroad
Valley ACEC to protect riparian areas,
wildlife habitats, and threatened
species habitat (see Map 26). Acquire
non-consumptive appropriative water
rights. Continue to exclude livestock
from 2,235 acres. No land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with
the area’s values. A utility corridor
through a portion of the ACEC will be
designated west of the Grant Range.
Acquire 480 acres of private lands
through exchange or purchase at
Lockes Ranch. Limit vehicle use to
existing roads and trails in the ACEC.
Establish a Special Recreation
Management Area. Allow fluid minera!
leasing with a no surface occupancy
stipulation on 3,480 acres. Reduce the
existing withdrawal to mineral entry
from 14,710 acres to 3,040 acres, and
withdraw an additional 440 acres of
riparian area at Lockes Pond. Close
3,480 acres to mineral material
disposal.

Designate 425 acres as the Rhyolite
ACEC to protect historic structures (see
Map 27). Manage historic structures
for public uses. Land disposal will not
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be aliowed. No land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with
the area’s values. Limit vehicle use to
existing roads and trails. Provide for
signing and barricades to exclude
people from unsafe structures.
Establish a Special Recreation
Management Area. Allow mineral
leasing with a no surface occupancy
stipulation. Withdraw 126 acres of the
ACEC from mineral entry.

Designate 80 acres (20 acres around
each set of four kilns) as the Tybo-
Mcintyre Charcoal Kiins ACEC to
protect historic structures (see Map
26). No land uses will be authorized
which are incompatible with the area’s
special values. Improve access roads
and limit vehicle use to existing roads
and trails. Develop visitor use facilities
and establish a SRMA. Allow mineral
leasing with a no surface occupancy
stipulation. Withdraw the ACEC from
mineral entry. Close to mineral material
disposal.

RECREATION

Objective:

To ensure protection of important resource
values and to allow for ofi-highway vehicle
use. '

RMP Determinations:

1.

3.

Continue the previous management
determination to close the Gravel Bar
Road in Railroad Valiey to vehicle use.

Designate 4,840,811 acres as open to
unrestricted vehicle use, 1,250,290
acres as limited (restrictions limiting
use to existing roads, trails, and
washes, seasonally or by type of user).
(see Maps 30 and 31 for OHV
Restrictions; also see Appendix 4 for
definitions of OHV restrictions and
terms).

In the following areas vehicles will be

limited to existing roads and trails:
desert tortoise habitat (70,600 acres);
bighorn sheep habitat (324,000 acres);
Lunar Crater ACEC (39,680 acres);
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres);
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres); Lone
Mountain ACEC (14,400 acres);
Railroad Valley ACEC (15,470 acres);
Rhyolite ACEC (425 acres); Stormy-
Abel Prehistoric District (12,320 acres);
Trap Springs-Gravel BRar Prehistoric
District (8,840 acres); Tybo-Mcintyre
ACEC (80 acres); the Sump (1,600
acres); Moores Station Petroglyphs (40
acres); Mountain View Arrastra (40
acres); primitive, semi-primitive non-
motorized, semi-primitive motorized
areas (894,215 acres) and trout habitat
(300 foot wide strip on each side of
9.4 miles of stream). (Some areas
overlap, affecting totals.)

. The following areas will be closed to

competitive events: Specie Spring (160
acres), Mud Spring (160 acres), Moores
Station Petroglyphs (40 acres),
Mountain View Arrastra (40 acres),
Lunar Crater ACEC (39,680 acres),
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres), Lone
Mountain ACEC (14,400 acres),
Railroad Valley ACEC (15,470 acres),
Rhyolite ACEC (425 acres), Tybo-

- Mcintyre ACEC (80 acres), the Sump

(1,600 acres), Clayton Valley Sand
Dunes (2,500 acres), and Crescent
Sand Dunes (3,000 acres).

Competitive events will be limited to
existing roads and trails in the Joshua
tree area viewable from Highway 95
near Goldfield.

Competitive events are seasonally
restricted on 72,400 acres of wildlife
habitat (see Waildlife RMP
Determinations).

On 26,000 acres of sage grouse
habitat, restrict all activities which
might be disturbing to sage grouse

between February 15 and May 15 (see L-/ g




Maps 34 and 35).

8. Manage bighorn sheep habitat
(324,000 acres) (see Maps 10 and 11)
by: limiting vehicle use to existing
roads and trails; prohibiting off-highway
vehicle events within one-quarter mile
of Specie Spring; restricting, between
February 1 and May 15, all activities in
lambing areas which might be
disturbing to lambing (17,480 acres);
and prohibiting land uses that are
incompatible with bighorn sheep
lambing areas at Stonewall Falls and
Little Meadows.

9. On 28,920 acres of mule deer winter
range, restrict all activities which might
be disturbing to mule deer between
January 15 and May 1 (see Maps 34
and 35).

Objective:

To manage as Special Recreation
Management Areas (SRMA) where the
presence of high quality natural resources
and current or potential demand warrants
intensive use practices.

RMP Determinations:

1.” The following areas will be designated
as SRMAs: Clayton Valley Sand Dunes
(2,500 acres), Crescent Sand Dunes
{3,000 acres), Lunar Crater ACEC
{39,680 acres), Railroad Valley Wildlife
ACEC (15,470 acres), Rhyolite ACEC
(425 acres), Tybo-Mcintyre ACEC (80
acres), Moores Station (160 acres) (if
acquired), and Pritchards Station (160
acres)(if acquired).

Vehicle use will be limited to existing
roads and trails (except on unvegetated
sand areas). OHV use on unvegetated
sand areas may be allowed provided
that such vehicle use is compatible
with the areas’ values. Fluid mineral
leasing will be allowed subject-to a no
surface occupancy stipulation.

Objective:

To manage as an Extensive Recreation
Management Area (ERMA), emphasizing
dispersed recreation use, all lands not
requiring intensive management of
recreational uses.

RMP Determinations:

1. Designate the Tonopah Extensive
Recreation Management Area to
include the 6,026,570 acres not within
a SRMA. Develop minimal facilities
necessary to meet the needs of
dispersed recreational uses and to
protect the environment.
Approximately 60 acres will be used in
construction of facilities; specific
locations are not yet identified.

Objective:

To establish Back Country Byways to
facilitate visitation to less-frequented public
lands, and to showcase areas of scenic,
wildlife, natural, cultural, and recreational
interests.

RMP Determinations:

1. Designate the Emigrant Pass, Lunar
Crater Volcanic Field, and Morey-Hot
Creek Back Country Byways.

Objactive:

To provide for a full range of recreation
opportunities varying from activities
enhanced by or dependent on roads to
activities dependent on roadiess areas.

RMP Determinations:

1. Manage 90,370 acres for primitive and
339,120 acres for semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation opportunity
settings (see Maps 28 and 29). These
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lands will be managed for Class !l VRM.
Off-highway wvehicle use will be
restricted to existing roads and trails.

WILDERNESS
Objective:

All Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)
released by Congress will be returned to
multiple-use.

RMP Determinations:

1. WSAs (see Maps 26 and 27) released
by Congress for multiple-use purposes
will be managed as proposed in other
programs. All land use authorizations
will be subject to environmental review
and stipulations applied on a case by
case basis. A total of 90,370 acres
will be managed for primitive values,
and 245,780 acres will be managed for
semi-primitive non-motorized values;
these lands will be managed for Class
I VRM. Off-highway vehicle use will

. be restricted to existing roads and
trails. No competitive OHV events will
be authorized.

2. A total of 268,385 acres will be
managed for semi-primitive motorized
values. No competitive events will be
authorized. Greenwood cutting areas
will be established at Kawich, and Piper
Peak. All management authorizations
will be subject to environmental review
and stipulations applied on an individual
basis.

3. A total 604,535 acres in WSAs are
closed to mineral leasing.

UTILITY CORRIDORS

Objective:
To facilitate the placement of major
transportation and utility systems passing

through the Resource Area and to minimize
conflicts with other resource values.

RMP Determinations:

1.

A total of 668 miles of Transportation
and Utility corridors (inciuding those
carried forward from previous planning)
will be designated (see Maps 20 and
21). Al primitive areas, all Special
Recreation management Areas, and all
ACECs, except a portion of the Railroad
Valley ACEC west of the Grant Range
will be avoided.

FLUID MINERALS

Objective:

To provide the opportunity for fluid mineral
exploration and development using
appropriate stipulations to allow for the
preservation and enhancement of fragile
and unique resources.

RMP Determinations:

1.

A total of 5,360,477 acres will be open
to fluid mineral leasing subject to the
terms and conditions of the standard
lease form.

Close Berlin townsite (704 acres) and
Project Faultless (2560 acres) to fluid
mineral leasing.

Apply seasonal restrictions on fluid
mineral leasing activities on 72,400
acres of seasonal wildlife habitat (see
Maps 34 and 35) (Some areas overlap,
affecting totals.)

The following areas totalling 50,425
acres will be open to mineral leasing
with a no surface occupancy
stipulation:  Amargosa-Oasis ACEC
(490 acres), a portion of the Railroad
Valley ACEC (3,480 acres), Mountain
View Arrastra (40 acres), Moores
Station Petroglyphs (40 acres),
Jumbled Rock Petroglyphs (10 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres),
Rhyolite ACEC (425 acres), Tybo-
Mcintyre Charcoal Kilns ACEC (80
acres), Clayton Valiey Sand Dunes
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(2,500 acres), Crescent Sand Dunes
(3,000 acres), and Lunar Crater ACEC
(39,680 acres) (see Appendix 16 for
legal descriptions).

5. The determinations made for mineral
leasing will also apply to geophysical
exploration. Waivers to these
determinations will be considered if the
identified resource values can be
protected.

LOCATABLE MINERALS
Objective:

To provide the opportunity for exploration
and development of locatable minerals
consistent with the preservation and
enhancement of fragile and unique
resources in areas identified as open to the
operation of the mining laws.

RMP Doterminaﬁons:

1. A total of 6,028,948 acres will be open
to the operation of the mining laws
(see Maps 24 and 25).

2. Continue the existing withdrawal of
6,722 acres: Air Force (619 acres),
BLM-Power Site Reserve (17 acres),
BLM-Protective-Railroad Valley (3,040
acres), Department of Energy (2,571
acres, Federal Aviation Administration
(418 acres), Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (45 acres) and Forest
Service Administration (12 acres).

3. Reduce the withdrawal of the Raiiroad
Valley Wildlife Management Area from
14,710 acres to 3,040 acres (see
Appendix 16 for legal descriptions).

4. Terminate the withdrawal of the BLM
Administrative site (5 acres) and the
withdrawal of the Pinyon Joshua
Transition Natural Area (520 acres).

5. Withdraw an additional 28,996 acres

from mineral entry as follows: bighorn

sheep lambing grounds {1,440 acres),

Gold Point (60 acres), portions of Lunar
Crater ACEC (25,600 acres),
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres},
Rhyolite ACEC (126 acres), Tybo-
Mcintyre ACEC (80 acres), Mountain
View Arrastra {40 acres), Moores
Station Petroglyphs (40 acres), and
Railroad Valley ACEC (440 acres).
{(See Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions.)

6. Maintain the classification and closure
of 10,863 acres to mineral entry.

7. Classify and close to mineral entry
23,752 acres to be allocated to
agricultural entry.

MINERAL MATERIALS

Objective:

Yo meet public demand for mineral
materials on a case-specific basis while
applying appropriate environmental
safeguards.

RMP Determinations:

1. Black Rock Lava Flow and Easy Chair
Crater will remain closed to mineral
material sales and are incorporated into
the Lunar Crater ACEC.

2. Continue to provide mineral materials
from existing authorized sources. Open
new pits as necessary.

3. Atotal of 5,982,393 acres will be open
to mineral material disposal under
standard terms and conditions.

4. Apply seasonal restrictions on mineral
materials on 72,400 acres of seasonal
wildlife habitat (see Maps 34 and 35)
(see Wildlife RMP Determinations).

5. The following areas will be closed to
mineral material disposal: Berlin Town
Site (704 acres), Project Faultless
(2,560 acres), Mountain View Arrastra

HY




(40 acres), Moores Station Petroglyphs
(40 acres), Jumbled Rock Petroglyphs
(10 acres), Amargosa-Oasis ACEC
(490 acres), portions of the Railroad
Valley ACEC (3,480 acres), Cane Man
Hill ACEC (680 acres), Tybo-Mcintyre
ACEC (80 acres), Rhyolite ACEC (425
acres), Lunar Crater ACEC (39,680
acres), The Sump (1600 acres), The
Gravel Bar (675 acres)(see Appendix
16 for legal descriptions) and facilities
in the ERMA (estimated 60 acres,
however, specific locations have not
been identified).

NON-ENERGY LEASABLE MINERALS
Objective:

To provide maximum opportunity for the
leasing and development of solid leasable
minerals, and apply appropriate
environmental safeguards.

RMP Determinations:

1. Atotal of 5,481,206 acres will be open
to non-energy mineral activities under
standard terms and conditions.

2. Close 55,360 acres to non-energy
mineral leasing as follows: Berlin Town
Site (704 acres), Project Fauitless
(2,560 acres), Amargosa-Oasis ACEC
(490 acres), portions of the Railroad
Valley ACEC (3,480 acres), Mountain
View Arrastra (40 acres), Moores
Station Petroglyphs (40 acres),
Jumbled Rock Petroglyphs (10 acres),
Cane Man Hill ACEC (680 acres), Tybo-
Mcintyre ACEC (80 acres), Rhyolite
(425 acres), Clayton Valley Sand Dunes
(2,500 acres), Crescent Sand Dunes
(3,000 acres), Lunar Crater ACEC
(39,680 acres), The Sump (1600
acres) (see Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions), and facilities in the ERMA
(estimated 60 acres, however, specific
locations have not been identified).
(Some areas overlap, affecting acreage
total.)

3. Apply seasonal restrictions on non-
energy mineral ieasing on 72,400 acres
of seasonal wildlife habitat (see Maps
34 and 35).

4. A total of 604,535 acres in WSAs are
closed to leasing.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

Objective:

To protect natural resources from
unacceptable damage by fire in a cost-
effective manner with a high regard for
private property and safety. Promote
resource management through prescribed
fire to maintain the natural component of
the ecosystem.

RMP Determinations:

1. All wildfires in Management Zone 1 will
receive aggressive initial attack, to
contain all fires in intensity levels 1
through 6, 90 percent of the time to
300 acres or less. Ali fire zones are
shown on Maps 38 and 39.

2. Wildfires that threaten life and
property, will be kept to five acres or
less 90 percent of the time utilizing the
most cost effective and efficient
suppression action. This will include
town sites, developed mines, ranches,
powerlines, and other structures and

property.

3. Wildfires that threaten resources, such
as critical watersheds, riparian areas,
desirable range (salt desert shrub), sage
grouse strutting grounds, sensitive
plant species sites, cultural resource
sites, and sensitive forage plant species
(bitterbrush and mountain mahogany)
will be kept to minimum acres utilizing
suppression action which could
suppress and/or divert the fire and be
cost effective and efficient.

4. If an approved natural prescribed fire
plan is written, some wildfires in fire
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management Zone 2 may be allowed to
burn to promote a more natural fire
regime. The sage brush/pinyon-juniper
is considered a fire dependent
ecosystem and adverse ecological
changes may resuit by total fire
exclusion (e.g. pinyon pine-juniper
encroachment of grassy areas or
declining grass productivity because of
increased sagebrush cover).

The salt desert shrub vegetation type
(i.,e., Zone 1) is considered a fire
independent ecosystem that usually
maintains vigor and composition
without fire.



STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES

The following standard operating procedures
will be applied to this plan.

Environmental Review and Management

in compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulation, BLM will prepare site-specific
environmental reviews before actions
proposed in this RMP/EIS are implemented
or prior to approval of any project
authorized on the public lands. The
environmental reviews provide site specific
assessments of the impacts from
implementing these actions. As
appropriate, these reviews are documented
in Categorical Exclusion Reviews,
Environmental Assessments and Decision
Records, or Environmental Iimpact
Statements and Records of Decision. In
addition, the environmental review
identifies mitigating measures necessary to
reduce adverse impacts of implementing a
project or proposed action.

All  future authorizations will be ‘in
conformance with the RMP. Existing
authorizations will be brought into
conformance when they are renewed.

Seasonal restrictions on activities which are
included in this RMP to prevent disturbing
of wildlife will apply to the following
authorizations: fluid mineral leasing, non-
energy mineral leasing, mineral material
sales, geophysical prospecting, right-of-
way construction, off-highway vehicle
events, construction of range
improvements, activities authorized under
the Recreation and Public Purposes Act
(R&PP Act), and vegetation sales. In
general, maintenance of rights-of-way,
range improvement projects, and other
facilities will not be restricted. Locatable
mineral exploration and development
activities will be encouraged to abide by
seasonal restrictions but cannot be required
to do so.

Determinations that state: ‘’No land uses
will be authorized which are incompatible
with an area’s values’’ will include such
activities as right-of-way grants, activities
authorized under the Recreation and Public
Purposes Act, off-highway vehicle events,
vegetation sales, range improvement
projects, non-energy mineral leasing,
mineral material sales and geophysical
prospecting, except where compatible or of
benefit to the resources being protected.
Rights-of-way and other discretionary lands
actions will be granted in avoidance areas
only if no feasible alternative routes are
available. Any such grants, leases, or
permits will include appropriate stipulations
to protect the area’s special values. This
will not affect maintenance of existing
projects or rights-of-way. Livestock
grazing will continue to be authorized
unless specifically excluded.

Air Resources

Air quality is protected by the
establishment of mitigation measures
designed to prevent deterioration of air
quality .prior to authorizing actions. This
ensures meeting State goals for air quality
and limits allowable emissions from existing
and new point or non-point sources.
Common mitigation measures include:
watering roads and disturbed areas, the use
of scrubbers/sprays, covered storage areas,
and other measures to reduce emissions
and pollutant concentrations to meet or
exceed the standards of the Nevada
Division of Environmental Protection.

Soil and Water Resources.

Soil and water resources are protected by
the establishment of mitigation measures
designed to maintain or improve soil
productivity and prevent or minimize soil
erosion and floodplain sediment damage
prior to authorizing actions and during the
allotment monitoring and evaluation g ’




process. To meet administrative needs the
BLM will acquire appropriative water rights
by applying for available water rights
according to Nevada water law, or by
assertion of a public water reserve.

Best Management Practices and
appropriate mitigation will be identified
during project level environmental review
and applied during project implementation
for any ground disturbing activity that may
reduce soil productivity, or cause surface
erosion.

Visual Resource Management

VRM classes are delineated in the RMP
based on an inventory conducted in
accordance with BLM visual management
procedures (Manual 8400). The individual
VRM classes provide management
objectives to be implemented as a part of
all activities. authorized in the T7onopah
RMP. The overall goal is to protect or
enhance the visual and natural aspect and
attributes of the public lands while
minimizing the impacts of authorized
activities.

Visual resources will continue to be
evaluated, using the Contrast Rating
process, as a part of activity and project
planning. These evaluations will consider
the significance of the proposed project
and the visual sensitivity of the affected
area. Stipulations will be developed and
attached to project authorizations to
maintain designated visual resources
management classes. Stipulations may
include requirements to locate activity sites
behind topographic features, modify access
routes, color buildings and equipment,
develop in phases, etc. If VRM class
objectives cannot be met, the impacts to
visual resources will be detailed in the
project level environmental assessment and
used by the authorized officer as a factor in
the decision to authorize or deny a
proposed action.

To comply with BLM policy for Wilderness
Study Areas (WSA), WSAs will be
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managed as interim VRM Class Il areas
until Congress makes final wilderness
decisions for Nevada BLM WSAs. This will
comply with the policy to manage WSAs to
avoid impairment of existing wilderness
values. As of March 30, 1989, limitations
were placed on the authorization of
activities which cause surface disturbance
that require reclamation to restore an area
to a pre-project condition. Following
Congress’s final wilderness decision,
designated wilderness areas will be
managed as VRM Class | areas. Lands not
designated as wilderness will be managed
according to the VRM classes designated in
the RMP/ROD decisions.

Special Status Species

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended, declares it the policy of
Congress that all Federal Divisions and
agencies will conserve endangered species
and threatened species and utilize their
authorities in furtherance of the purposes
of the Endangered Species Act. In
accordance with section 7 of the ESA,
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service will be conducted on all federal
actions involving threatened or endangered
species.

It is BLM policy to carry out special status
candidate species management consistent
with multiple-use for conservation of
candidate species and their habitats and
ensure that actions authorized or funded do
not contribute to the need to list any of
these species as threatened or endangered.
In order to prevent listing of candidate
species, BLM may enter into Conservation
agreements or species management pians
with the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service.

A desert tortoise inventory will be required
prior to any surface disturbing activity
including plans of operations for locatable
minerals, mineral leasing, off-highway
vehicle events, rights-of-way, etc. on
70,600 acres of Non-Intensive Category il
desert tortoise habitat.
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In accordance with the Biological Opinion
on livestock grazing in desert tortoise
habitat, the foliowing stipulation has been
placed in affected grazing licenses:
“*Within Non-Intensive Category lli desert
tortoise habitat, livestock use may occur
March 1 to October 14, as long as forage
utilization does not exceed 40 percent on
key perennial grasses, forbs and shrubs.
Between October 15 and February 28,
forage utilization shall not exceed 50
percent on key perennial grasses and 45
percent on key shrubs and perennial
forbs.’’

Fish and Wildlife

Fish and wildlife habitat will continue to be
evaluated on a basis as part of project-level
planning. Such evaluation will consider the
significance of the proposed project and
the sensitivity of fish and wildlife habitat in
the affected area. Stipulations will be
attached as appropriate to assure
compatibility of projects with management
objectives for fish and wildlife habitat.
Habitat improvement projects will be
implemented where necessary to stabilize
or improve unsatisfactory or declining
wildlife habitat condition. Such projects
will be identified through habitat
management plans or other activity plans.

Sufficient forage and cover will be provided
for wildlife. Forage and cover requirements
will be incorporated into allotment
management plans and will apply to
specific areas of primary wildlife use.

Range improvements generally will be
designed to achieve both wildlife and range
objectives. Existing fences will be modified
and new fences will be built so as to allow
wildlife passage. Water trough heights will
allow for wildlife usage and bird ladders will
be installed. Project requirements are listed
in the livestock grazing management
section.

Guzzlers constructed for wildlife will be
designed to be protected from domestic
livestock and wild horses/burros.

in accordance with BLM guidelines for
domestic sheep management in bighorn
sheep habitat, no domestic sheep grazing
will be authorized in bighorn sheep habitat.

Chukar and other upland game habitats will
be maintained and expanded through
development of wildlife waters. Generally,
no land disposal will be allowed within two
miles of sage grouse nesting areas.

Forestry and Vegetative Products

The areas available for woodland harvest
will be subject to the specific restrictions
and withdrawals required by this RMP.

No broadleaf trees, dead or green, will be
harvested because of their superior value to
wildlife for nest trees.

Pinyon nut gathering will be authorized on
an individual basis including Wilderness
Study Areas released by Congress for
multiple-use purposes.

Salvage of vegetative products may be
authorized on areas subject to ground
disturbing activities.

Livestock Grazing Management

Resource improvement planning will be in
accordance with the procedures outlined in
BLM Handbook H-1741-1 Renewable
Resource Improvement and Treatment
Guidelines and Procedures.

The grazing management program assigns
priorities to management efforts using a
selective management approach. Under
this approach grazing allotments are
categorized into ‘‘I,”" ‘’‘M,”” and “C”
management categories. The objectives for
these categories are to: 1) maintain (M) the
current satisfactory conditions; 2) improve
() the current unsatisfactory conditions; or
3) manage custodially (C) while protecting
existing resource values. Management
priority will be given first to *“I’ allotments,
second to ‘“M’’ allotments, and third to

C’’ allotments (see Appendix 8). 5 32




Range improvement projects will be
addressed in environmental documents and
will be constructed in accordance with BLM

Manual 9113. Existing access, or
temporary roads will be used as much as
possible. Temporary roads will be

rehabilitated after use is completed.

The clearing of vegetation from project
sites will be restricted to the minimum
amount necessary to properly and safely
complete the project.

All disturbed areas will be rehabilitated,
where such action is necessary and/or
practical, to.replace ground cover and
prevent erosion. The standard fence
design used to control cattle movement in
areas inhabited by resident and migratory
populations of deer, horses and/or
antelope, will be 42 inches in height.
Fences in these areas will consist of three
barbed wires and a smooth bottom wire.
The spacing of the wires starting from the
ground will be 16 inches, 22 inches, 30
inches and 42 inches. Line posts shall be
spaced at a distance of 16.5 feet between
each post. Fences in bighorn sheep habitat
will be a three strand fence with spacing
20, 35, and 39 inches from the ground
with a smooth bottom wire. Special design
standards will be in accordance with the
BLM Handbook H-1741-1. All fences will
be designed to assure a minimum of
impacts to wildlife, wild horses/burros,
recreation, and visual resources.

Developed spring sources will be fenced
and water provided for livestock and/or
wild horses/burros away from the source.
Water will be left at the spring source for
wildiife use as required by Nevada Revised
Statute.

Maintenance of livestock management
structures will be accomplished by the
livestock operator through cooperative
agreements and range improvement permits
as specified in the BLM's 1982 Rangeland
Improvement Policy (USDI, BLM, Oct.
1982).

Alteration of sagebrush areas either
through application of herbicides,
prescribed burning, or by mechanical
means will be in accordance with
procedures specified in the Western States’
Sage Grouse Guidelines and the
Memorandum of Understanding between
the Nevada Division of Wildlife and the
Nevada BLM. All vegetation treatment
projects will be coordinated with the
Nevada Division of Wildiife at least one
year in advance of implementation of the
project.

Application of herbicides, such as 2,4-D, on
proposed treatment areas to reduce
sagebrush and other plant species will be in
accordance with procedures established in
BLM Manual 9222 to prevent impairment
of non-target species.

Vegetative manipulation that will alter the
potential natural plant composition will not
be allowed in riparian areas. This includes
the introduction of non-native species.

Wild Horse And Burro Management

It is the intent of the BLM to manage wild
horses and burros and their habitat within
areas occupied in 1971. Management is to
be accomplished in a manner designed to
achieve a thriving natural ecological
balance and multiple-use relationship with
other resource users.

Management of the wild horses and burros
will also be guided by Herd Management
Area Plans (HMAPs). The plans will be
developed through consultation and
coordination with interested parties and will
be coordinated with livestock, wildlife, and
other resource plans. The management
plans will include, but not be limited to,
discussions of seral stages, range trends,
habitat requirements, dietary needs, water
requirements, and wild horse reproductive
capabilities.

Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act of
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1966, as amended, the Archaeological and
Historic Preservation Act of 1974, the
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of
19798, the American Indian Religious
Freedom Act of 1978, the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1990, FLPMA, and Executive Order 11593
provide for the protection and management
of cultural resources. These laws are
implemented through the following Federal
Regulations: 36 CFR 60, 36 CFR 800, 43
CFR 7, and 43 CFR 8365.1-5, (a)(1).

The BLM is required to identify, evaluate,
and protect cultural resources on public
lands under its administration and to ensure
consideration of cultural resources prior to
initiation of proposed BLM authorized
activities. If an area will be in any way
affected by those activities, a cultural
resources inventory will be conducted. In
accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
as amended, and the Programmatic
Agreement among the Nevada BLM, the
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office,
and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, National Register -eligibility
determinations are made in consultation
with the Nevada State Historic Preservation
Office. A determination of effects to those
eligible properties from the proposed
project is also made in consultation with
the Nevada State Historic Preservation
Office.

Avoidance of cultural properties is the
preferred mitigation. However, avoidance
is inappropriate if, 1) the project will create
on-going activity in the area, or 2) the
project will greatly increase access into the
area. Either of these conditions could lead
to increased vandalism and/or accidental
damage. Significant cultural properties to
be protected through avoidance will be
marked in the field and monitored on a
periodic basis.

If eligible properties cannot be avoided,
appropriate mitigating measures will be
developed in consultation with the Nevada
State Historic Preservation Office, and the

President’s Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. No action will be authorized
until these agencies are consulted.

Cultural properties without National
Register eligibility determinations will be
treated as eligible properties until such
determinations can be made.

Federal agencies are required to consider
the views of Native Americans when a
proposed undertaking may be in conflict
with traditional lifeways/religious values.
The American Indian Religious Freedom Act
requires consultation with Native American
religious and secular leaders to identify
geographic areas which may be associated
with traditional lifeway/religious practices.

Lands

Land tenure adjustments are discretionary.
No lands will be disposed of unless they are
identified in this RMP and meet certain
criteria.

in order for public land to be sold, it must
meet one of the following criteria set forth
in Section 203(a) of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976:

--the land is difficult or uneconomic to
manage as a part of the public lands;
and it is not suitable for management
by another Federal Department or
agency.

--the land was acquired for a specific
purpose: and it is no longer required for
that, or any other, Federal purpose; or

--disposal of the land will serve
important public objectives that can be
achieved prudently or feasibly only if
the land is removed from public
ownership; and these objectives
outweigh other public objectives or
values that will be served by
maintaining the land in Federal

ownership. _
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Site-specific decisions regarding land
ownership adjustments within the Resource
Area are to be made based on whether the
jands are needed for BLM programs, or
whether or not they are considered more
valuable for other purposes. The following
criteria are applied to site-specific
determinations for lands that are within
areas identified for disposal or acquisition:

A. Public resource values, including,
but not limited to:

--threatened, endangered, or
sensitive species habitat

--sites or places eligible for
inclusion on the National Register
of Historic Places

--mineral potential

--wilderness areas and areas being
studied for wilderness

--riparian areas, including springs
and seeps

--nesting/breeding habitat for game
birds/animais

--big game seasonal habitat
--recreation potential
--visual resources

--other designations authorized by
law

B. Manageability
C. Suitability for development

D. Accessibility of the land for public
use

E. Encumbrances

F. Social and economic impacts of
land tenure adjustments

G. Consistency with other
agency/governmental entity plans and
policies.

These land ownership adjustment criteria
are considered in environmental analyses
and decisions prepared for specific
adjustment proposals.

In addition, no disposals are allowed within
two miles of sage grouse strutting grounds,
and no disposals for agricultural purposes
are allowed on lands with agricultural soil
ratings of Class IV or higher, or with soils
having a high susceptibility to erosion. The
disposal of land will not be allowed if it
would fragment ownership patterns.

Public lands identified for disposal may be
made available for sale, exchange,
agricultural entry, lease, or patent for
recreation or public purposes. Some lands
identified for disposal may not be sold due
to lack of interest, and some may be
retained in Federal ownership as a result of
site specific application of the land
ownership adjustment criteria.

Exchanges are authorized under Section
206 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976.
Exchanges are the preferred method of
acquisition when other methods, such as
conservation easements or management
agreements will not protect special value
areas or resources. Exchanges must be in
the public interest. The selected public
land must be identified in an approved land
use plan for disposal, and the offered
private land may be identified in an
approved land use plan for acquisition.

There are three authorities for the disposal
of public land specifically for agricultural
purposes: the Desert Land Act, the Carey
Act, and the General Allotment Act.
Disposal of public land for agricultural
purposes must meet the requirements of
one of the three acts listed above and have
a supporting permanent water source
permitted by the Nevada State Engineer.
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All patents are issued subject to valid prior
existing rights.

Public lands within areas which have not
been identified for disposal are retained in
Federal ownership and are managed by
BLM. Unless these lands are dedicated to
a specific use or uses, or are included
within avoidance or exclusion areas, they
are available for rights-of-way, FLPMA
leases, and airport leases. Because color-
of-title and mineral entry patents are non-
discretionary - actions, all public lands
meeting specific regulatory criteria may be
patented by these methods.

Land use permits and leases are granted
under the authority of Section 302(b) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976. Permits are issued for short-
term, low-impact uses of the public iands.
Leases are a long-term management tool
used particularly where future disposal or
dedication to another particular land use is
contemplated. In general, all lands within
the Resource Area which have not been
dedicated to a specific use or uses are
open to consideration for land use permits
and non-major leases. Permit and lease
applications are evaluated on an individual
basis. The same public resource values
considered prior to disposal are considered
prior to the issuance of a permit or lease.
A major lease will need to be identified in
an approved land use plan.

It is BLM policy to identify, abate, and
prevent unauthorized use of the public
lands. Existing unauthorized uses of the
public lands are resolved through
termination, short-term permit, lease, sale,
exchange, or by other appropriate means.

Since the passage of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act in. 1976, the
BLM has been in the process of reviewing
all withdrawals and classifications of public
lands. All new proposed withdrawals must
be identified in an approved land use plan.

Unless the land has been dedicated to a
specific use or uses, public land within the

Resource Area is available for consideration
for linear right-of-way for access and for
utility transportation and distribution
purposes. Such land is also available for
areal right-of-way purposes.

Prior to issuance of a right-of-way
authorization, a site specific environmental
analysis is performed which considers,
among other things, threatened,
endangered, or sensitive species habitat;
sites or places eligible for inclusion on the
National Register of Historic Places;
wilderness areas and areas being studied
for wilderness; riparian areas;
nesting/breeding habitat for animals; big
game seasonal habitat; visual resources;
and other considerations mandated by law.

Designated right-of-way corridors within
the Resource Area are three miles wide
except where topographic constraints exist.
Grants for rights-of-way are still required
for facilities placed within designated
corridors. Designation of a corridor does
not mean that future rights-of-way are
restricted to corridors, nor does it mean
that there is a commitment by the BLM to
approve all right-of-way applications within
corridors. Proposed disposal of land within
corridors are analyzed to determine impacts
these proposed disposal might have on
future right-of-way activities.

Recreation

A broad range of outdoor recreation
opportunities will continue to be provided
on all segments of the public land, subject
to the demand for such opportunities and
the need to protect other resources.
Special Recreation Management Areas,
areas of concentrated use and existing
facilities will receive first priority for
operation and maintenance funds.
Investment of public funds for new
recreation developments will be permitted
only on land identified to remain in public
ownership.

Recreation resources will continue to be
evaluated on an individual basis as part of
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activity and project-level planning. Such
evaluations will consider the sensitivity of,
and the impacts on recreation resources in
the affected area. Stipulations will be
attached as appropriate to assure the
compatibility of projects with recreation
management objectives.

Special recreation use, permits will be
authorized on an individual case basis.

Decisions regarding the designation of
areas open, limited (restricted) and closed
to motorized vehicle access have been
made in the RMP. An exception to
designations in the RMP is emergency
designations which may be necessary due
to:

1. The need to minimize damage to
soil, watershed, vegetation or other
resource values.

2. The need to minimize harassment
of wildlife or the degradation of
wildlife habitat, especially habitat
for sensitive, threatened or
endangered species.

3. The need to promote user safety
and protect the visiting public from
hazardous situations.

Areas which are not designated as limited
or closed will remain open for motorized
vehicle use.

Existing mines will be closed to off-
highway vehicle use by the public. The
areas will remain closed until they have
been reclaimed and the reciamation bond
has been released.

Public land within areas closed to motorized
vehicle use will be closed year-long to all
forms of motorized vehicle use except for
emergency or authorized vehicles.

Vehicle use in Wilderness Study Areas
(WSA\) is currently managed as limited to
existing (1980 inventory) roads, trails and
ways. This is a temporary designation

which overrides the decisions in the RMP,
pending final decisions by Congress with

regard to WSAs. Following final
Congressional action, those areas
designated as wilderness will be closed to
motorized vehicle use subject to valid
existing rights and authorized
nonconforming uses. Motorized vehicle
use on lands which are not designated as
wilderness will be managed according to
the decisions in the approved Tonopah
RMP and ROD.

The BLM, Nevada State Office has
published a camping stay limit (effective
November 5, 1993) for the public lands it
manages: "A person or persons may not
occupy undeveloped public lands or
designated sites or areas for more than
fourteen days within a twenty-eight
consecutive day interval. Following the
fourteen days, the persons and personal
property must relocate to a site outside of
at least a twenty-five mile radius from the
occupied site or non-BLM administered land
for a period of fourteen days.

In order to protect resources, or for
administrative purposes, an authorized
officer may, by posting notification, close
a given site to occupancy, even if the same
person or persons have not occupied the
site for fourteen consecutive days."

All BLM lands that are not limited in the
RMP are open to all individual, commercial
and competitive outdoor recreation uses.
Opportunities for exploring the back-
country by vehicle, hunting, camping,
sightseeing, and hiking are encouraged.
There are no nationally significant river
segments as defined in the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act of 1964.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concem

A plan of operations will be required for
any proposed mechanized disturbance to be
caused in a designated ACEC during the
search for, or the exploitation of locatable
minerals. No mineral material sales will be
allowed within any ACEC except certain
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areas identified in the Railroad Valley
ACEC.

Wilderness

BLM policy requires that all Wilderness
Study Areas (WSA) be managed in
accordance with the provisions of FLPMA
Section 603 (c) and the Interim
Management Policy for Lands Under
Wilderness Review (IMP) so as not to
impair their suitability for preservation as
wilderness. The IMP provides management
policies for WSAs between the time of
WSA designation (11/15/80) and final
decisions by Congress regarding these
areas. The IMP contains specific
management direction for activities in
WSAs which may occur or be authorized.

The alternatives in this RMP have been
developed under the assumption that there
will be no wilderness designations. The
actions proposed are those that may take
place if the WSAs are released from
wilderness consideration by Congress.
Some of the determinations are compatible
with the IMP and can be implemented while
others must await Congress's final
determinations. Also some RMP
determinations may not comply with the
IMP’s nonimpairment requirements. These
decisions may not be implemented until
after Congress'’s final decision releasing the
non-wilderness lands from the requirements
and restrictions included in the IMP Policy.

Should Congress designate wilderness
areas, the RMP will be maintained to
include these new designations, and to
modify determinations which conflict with
wilderness management objectives.
Management of areas designated as
wilderness will be guided by the
requirements of the Wilderness Act of
1964, specific enabling legislation, and the
BLM's wilderness management procedures.
While site-specific management objectives
for wilderness areas will be included in
future wilderness management plans,
certain actions are non-discretionary,
including closure to motorized vehicle use

{except for valid existing rights and
approved nonconforming uses by permit)
and withdrawal from mineral entry.

Fluid Minerals

Qil and gas leases and geothermal leases
grant the right to the operator to explore
for, and to produce oil and gas. Leases are
subject to certain terms and conditions
which provide for compliance with
applicable laws, ordinances, and regulations
pertaining to fire, sanitation, conservation,
water poliution, fish and wildlife, safety,
protection of property, and reclamation.

in addition to the terms and conditions of
the leases, stipulations may be applied to
site-specific applications, to provide for
stringent environmental protection of
conflicting resources. These stipulations
are developed by an interdisciplinary team
as part of the environmental analysis
process.

Since the passage of the Federal Qil and
Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987, all
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) have been
closed to mineral leasing.

Geophysical exploration for oil and gas, and
geothermal resources may take place
before or after the leasing of the lands.
These actions will be reviewed by an
interdisciplinary team in the Resource Area
to identify and mitigate resource-related
conflicts.

BLM actively encourages and facilitates the
private development of public land mineral
resources in a manner that satisfies
national and local needs, and provides for
economically and environmentally-sound
exploration, extraction, and reclamation
practices.

Land-use plans and multiple-use
management decisions of the BLM will
recognize that mineral exploration and
development can occur concurrently or
sequentially with relation to other resource
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Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service is required per section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act prior to approval
of an APD or other lease operations, if a
proposed listed or listed threatened or
endangered species or its critical habitat is
likely to be affected by project activities. If
there is deemed to be any adverse impact
the proposal would be modified or the
request denied.

Actions which would adversely impact a
federal candidate plant or animal species
will be modified in order to prevent possible
future listing of these species as threatened
or endangered.

Locatable Minerals

BLM provides for mineral entry, exploration,
location, and operations pursuant to the
mining laws in a manner that, 1) will not
unduly hinder the mineral activities, and 2)
assures that these activities are conducted
in ‘'a manner which will prevent undue or
unnecessary degradation of the public land.

Notification to the authorized officer is
required on all operations in project areas in
which cumulative surface disturbance will
be five acres or less. Additional or
amended notices require concurrent
reclamation such that cumulative
disturbance does not exceed five acres.

A Plan of Operations and a Reclamation
Plan are required in situations in which
there will be more than five acres of
cumulative unreclaimed surface disturbance
in a project area. These two plans are also
required for any mining activity on special
category lands, such as ACECs and areas
closed to off-highway vehicles.
Appropriate off-site mitigation will be
considered during a plan of operation
review for locatable mineral actions when
an irretrievable loss of important habitat is
unavoidable, or a significant long term
adverse impact will occur. The preferred
alternatives to off-site mitigation are: 1.
avoidance of critical habitat 2. complete
on-site restoration of disturbed habitat to

approximate pre-disturbance productivity.

Plans of Operations may be modified by the
authorized officer to meet the requirements
of the regulations and to prevent undue or
unnecessary degradation.

Plans of Operation cannot be approved until
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, and Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, and the National
Environmental Policy Act have been
complied with.

Reclamation of disturbed areas is required
for all levels of activity: Casual Use,
Notice, or Plan of Operations.

Additional regulatory requirements will be
enforced in WSAs through regulations (43
CFR 3802), and through the Interim
Management Policy (IMP) for WSAs.

All operations shall comply with Federal
and State laws, including those relating to
air quality, water quality, solid wastes,
fisheries, wildlife and plant habitat, and
archaeologic and paleontological resources.

The BLM will conduct validity
examinations, reviewing the validity of
mining claims to determine if a discovery
has - been made, under the following
conditions:

1) Where a mineral patent application
has been filed and a field examination
is required to verify the validity of the
claim(s).

2} Where there is a conflict with a
disposal application, and it is deemed in
the public interest to conduct a validity
examination; or where the statute
authorizing the disposal requires the
removal of mining ciaims that are not
valid. If the validity examination made
in the latter case were to show that the
mining claim was valid, the disposal
action could not be completed. la
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3) Where the land is needed for a
Federal program.

4) When a mining claim is occupied
under the guise of the mining law and
flagrant or questionable misuse of the
land is observed, the BLM will
undertake a surface use determination.
If it is found, in fact, that such use is
not necessary for, and reasonably
incident to, mineral development, BLM
will act to terminate the use and seek
compensation for damages. Validity of
the claim would not be relevant in this
case.

Withdrawals from mineral entry will be
enacted only in cases in which there are
significant resource values that cannot be
adequately protected under the regulations
concerning surface management. Such
withdrawn acreage will include areas
recommended for wilderness designation,
sensitive species habitat, riparian areas,
areas possessing important historical and
cultural resources, and areas set aside for
recreational development.

Bonding will be required for all plans of
operations to ensure that reasonable
reclamation takes place. All operations
using cyanide will follow the requirements
as outlined in BLM’s Nevada Cyanide
Management Plan.

The BLM will coordinate each mine plan
and mine closure in conjunction with
consultations with the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection, Bureau of
Reclamation and Regulation. This
coordination ensures that the State of
Nevada reclamation laws are implemented
on Federal and private lands, and that all
necessary state permits will be issued and
followed.

Mineral Materials

Mineral materia! disposal will not occur in
Wilderness Study Areas.

All mineral material disposals are
discretionary. Appropriate terms and
conditions are applied to ensure that the
permittee will comply with all applicable
laws and environmental safeguards.

Disposal to State, county, and municipal
governments will generally be processed
through the issuance of free use permits
(FUPs).

in all mineral material disposal the BLM will
strive, wherever possible, to use existing
mineral material pits.

Disposal of such common-variety mineral
materials as sand and gravel may not be
made from mining claims, unless the date
of the mineral materials contract or permit
precedes the date of the location of the
claim. This policy applies to all types of
mining claims including placer, lode,
millsite, and tunnel site. Mining claimants
may not sell unpurchased mineral materials
which are on their unpatented mining
claims.

Non-Energy Leasable Minerals

An environmental analysis is conducted on
each prospecting permit before the lease is
approved. The environmental analysis is
prepared by an interdisciplinary team and is
used to determine any special stipulations
necessary for the protection of surface
resources.

Fire Management

The fire management program is guided by
the approved Battie Mountain District Fire
Management Activity Pian and this RMP.

Every wildfire within the Resource Area will
have an appropriate action taken to
suppress it. The action will be planned and
executed in such a way as to minimize the
costs of suppression and the loss of
resources. Such actions must also be
consistent with resource management
objectives. b \




There will be no use of fire retardant in
riparian areas, WSA's, sensitive visual
resource management areas, and structure
archeology sites, unless such use is
authorized by the authorized officer.

All wildfires will be evaluated by a
rehabilitation team, after they are declared
out, to determine the actual needs related
to the rehabilitation. Corrective measures
will be taken to prevent erosion and future
resource degradation when it is feasible to
rehabilitate areas damaged by actual
suppression action. The rehabilitation
team will also determine if any fire
rehabilitation, including protection from
grazing, is needed to revegetate the burned
area, and to protect the site from erosion
and invasion by undesirable plant species.
Emergency fire rehabilitation will follow
procedures outlined in BLM Handbook H-
1742-1 and the Battle Mountain District
approved Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan.

When identified as the least costly and/or
most effective method, prescribed fire
techniques will be used as a resource tool
to meet vegetative objectives as stated in
this RMP. Prescribed fire can be used to
improve wildlife habitat, watershed
improvement and other types of vegetative
manipulation to meet vegetative objectives.
in addition it can be used solely, or in
combination with other fuel/vegetative
manipulation techniques. When fire is used
as a management tool, an approved
prescribed burn plan and wildfire
prescription must be prepared in advance
of planned or unplanned ignition in
accordance with BLM Manual 9214.
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Integrated Pest Management

It is the policy of the BLM that all
alternatives to integrated pest management
must be explored before any pest control
program decision is implemented. This
includes all pest control programs done
under BLM proposals, cooperative projects,
or on lands under permit or lease.
Consideration must be given to economics,
efficacy, and the environment. Potentially
harmful pests must continue to exist in
acceptable levels of abundance. The
philosophy of integrated pest management
is to manage pests rather than to eradicate
them.

Hazardous Materials

The BLM will not authorize the disposal of
hazardous materials on public lands. When
hazardous materials are located on public
lands, the following sequence of actions
will occur: reporting, necessary site
security, coordination of procedural clean-
up, and monitoring results of clean-up.
Actions taken by the BLM can also include
prosecution of those responsible for illegal
dumping.

The BLM ensures that the initiators of
actions which use hazardous materials on
public land have the necessary permits,
from the State of Nevada and, if necessary,
the Environmental Protection Agency,
which are designed to protect the
environment. These permits become
conditions of approval by the BLM for
actions on Federal lands.
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RMP IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND MAINTENANCE

Implementation of some determinations will
begin immediately upon approval of the RMP.
An implementation Schedule will be developed
within a reasonable timeframe (90 days) for the
remaining determinations. This schedule will
establish priorities and give a basis for short-
term and long-term budget requests.

The effect on the environment from
implementing the proposed RMP would be
monitored. Other environmental values or
issues, not now considered, would be
incorporated into the plan through the
maintenance or amendment process and
formally monitored.

The approved plan will be evaluated every five
years or more frequently if determined through
monitoring. Plan maintenance will be used to
make minor changes in data, including posting
of new data and information. Maintenance will
be done to keep the plan current and extend its
useful fife.

The Tonopah RMP is intended to be a dynamic
document, which must be monitored and
maintained and/or amended to remain viable.
The need for a plan amendment is identified
through plan implementation, and monitoring
and evaluation findings, or in response to
internally or externally initiated proposals which
don’t conform to the RMP, but which warrant
consideration. Other events which could
require a plan amendment include: 1) changes
in BLM policy, such as statutory requirements,
2) new data or information becomes available,
3) changes in management emphasis, 4) court
orders.

in general, a plan amendment changes a part of
the existing plan or adds to it, allows new
proposals to be considered and incorporated,
and helps to make the plan more useful and
extend its life.
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CHAPTER 3

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

AIR RESOURCES

Air quality in the Tonopah Resource Area is
designated as "attainment” (meeting air quality
standards) and is managed to prevent significant
deterioration.

SOIL RESOURCES

An Order 3 soil survey has been completed on
most of the Resource Area. The information
obtained from the soil survey is used for
evaluating the land-use potential, establishing
potential natural plant communities, and
developing reclamation plans. More intensive
surveys are needed to formulate site-specific
decisions concerning such practices as: water
developments, erosion control, vegetative
manipulation, agricultural entry and other types of
uses.

The soils in the valleys are mainly mineral soils of
two types: those which do not have water
continuously available for three months when the
soil is warm enough for plant growth (Aridisols);
and soils showing little evidence of the soil
forming process, the development of horizons or
layers (Entisols).

in the mountains there are Aridisols and Entisols
and some deeper mineral soils with grass cover
and a brown surface horizon (Mollisols). Entisols
generally occur on steep mountain slopes where
erosion is active. They also occur on flood plains
and alluvial fans where new material is deposited.
The Aridisols and Mollisols are older and occur on
more stable alluvial fans and terraces.

Soil loss through wind and water erosion is a
normal occurrence throughout the Resource Area.
The Tonopah Grazing EIS summarizes the 1971-
1974 erosion condition and vegetation from the
Phase | Watershed Conservation and Development
Inventory as described in BLM Manual 7322.
Sediment vyield and plant composition were
gathered. Erosion does occur in some areas in
excess of the tolerable soil loss limits (soil erosion

at a rate which exceeds the amount of soil
development for the same period of time). These
areas, due to the lack of a natural occurring plant
canopy, soil texture and slope, exhibit large
volumes of soil erosion and low soil development
characteristics. The desert land and vegetation
naturally have areas of high erosion. Many of
these locations are not conducive to land
treatments and do not necessarily correlate to the
erosion condition class.

WATER RESOURCES

The absence of adequate perennial surface water
is the limiting factor in the management of
fisheries, wildlife, wild horses and burros, and
livestock.

Information available on water quality is very
limited. Data gathered in 1982 for the preparation
of the Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP indicate that
many water sources did not meet the
Environmental Protection Agencies minimum
standards for drinking water at that time. Often
the constituents of concern are inherent in the
water as a result of natural processes in the
aquifer or surface strata. For detailed information,
refer to "Water Quality Analysis - Final Report -
BLM Nevada/Chinook Research Laboratories, Inc.”

VEGETATION

There are eight basic vegetation types as follows:
salt desert shrub, sagebrush, pinyon-juniper
woodland, greasewood, hot desert, alkali
meadows and bottoms, mountain mahogany, and
riparian areas.

Two different types of vegetation inventories have
been conducted. These are Livestock Forage
Condition and Ecological Status Inventory. The
Livestock Forage Condition inventory was adapted
from Phase | Watershed Inventory data collected
during the early 1970's. This inventory
determined vegetation condition based upon
palatability of primary plant species for livestock.
This inventory was superseded by the Ecological

LS




Site Inventory which bases vegetation condition
upon a comparison between the existing and the
potential vegetation composition and production
for a particular site.

The eight basic vegetation types are shown on
Maps 5 and 6 and are further described below:

1. Sait _Desert Shrub. This is the most
dominant vegetation type amounting to
approximately 56 percent of the Resource
Area. This type is more common in
Esmeralda County than in northern Nye
County. The ecological sites associated
with this type occur mainly in the valieys on
alluvial fans and up into the hills in the
southern end of the Resource Area in
precipitation zones of 3-5" and 5-8".

in climax condition, (Potential Natural
Community or PNC) salt desert shrub range
is good to excellent winter range for
livestock and poor to fair spring, summer
and fall range. These sites may be good
range for big game species. In its current
condition in the Resource Area, this
vegetation type is only fair to good winter
range, very poor spring range and poor to
fair summer and fall range.

a. Less than 10 percent of salt desert
shrub ecological sites have the
potential to produce winterfat or
fourwing saltbush. Both shrubs are-
very palatable and nutritious winter
feed for livestock, horses and big
game and are easily damaged by
spring use. These ecological sites
are generally in mid to early seral
stage. They are currently
dominated by rabbitbrush or
halogeton. Winterfat sites in early
or mid seral stage often have soil
erosion problems.

b. Over 90 percent of salt desert shrub
range has potential to produce
mainly shrubs such as shadscale,
Bailey greasewood and some black
greasewood. Condition at these
sites is late seral with some mid
seral on more productive sites. In
its current condition, the majority of

the desirable forage plant species
have been depleted.

Sagebrush. Approximately 25 percent of
the Resource Area is composed of this type
making it the second most common type in
the Resource Area. It occurs mainly in the
mountains and hills and is less common in
the southern half of the Resource Area. In
northern Nye County it extends down into
the higher elevation valieys (Smoky, Little
Fish Lake and Reveille Valleys). 1t grows in
the 8-12" and higher annual precipitation
zones.

a. The majority of sagebrush range in
this Resource Area is dominated by
black sagebrush which is excellent
sheep winter forage but poor for
horses and cattle. These ecological
sites are generally in late seral with
some mid seral stage condition on
sites with potential to produce more
grass. Because the majority of
livestock in this Resource Area are
cattle, these sites are relatively
unimportant winter range for
livestock. The sites produce a small
amount of grass which is used
during the growing season. It is
important deer winter range. Deer
prefer the more diverse black sage
sites in drainages or adjacent to
woodlands.

b. Wyoming big sagebrush is the

second most common sagebrush
ecological site. These sites in PNC
are good spring, summer and fall
range and poor winter range for
livestock and horses. Currently
they are in mid seral condition and
produce a small amount of grass.
Good early spring and late summer
range is rare in the Resource Area.
Some of this Wyoming big
sagebrush range is suitable for
crested wheatgrass seeding which
would provide some spring, summer
and fall forage. Itis important deer
winter range but, in its current
condition, it does not provide a
diverse shrub mix for forage. There
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is little potential for cliffrose and
bitterbrush except in drainages.

Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands. Approximately

five percent of the Resource Area is
composed of this type. It occurs in the
mountains and is less common in Esmeralda
County. It occurs on the Hot Creek,
Kawich, Grant, Pancake ranges, and Squaw
Hills, Silver Peak and Palmetto Mountains.
Understory vegetation is sparse and usually
is black sagebrush or big sagebrush.
Average annual precipitation is above 12".
Most livestock grazing occurs on open areas
in woodland country. Cut or burned areas
provide good winter forage for deer.
Heavily wooded areas provide little forage.

Greasewood. Approximately seven percent
of the Resource Area is composed of this
type. it occurs on valley bottoms
throughout the Resource Area.  Black
greasewood is an indicator of a high water
table and is closely associated with alkali
meadows and bottoms. This vegetation
type produces mainly less palatable shrubs
and few grasses. Annual precipitation is 3-
8 inches. These sites are usually in late
seral condition.

Hot Desert. Approximately four percent of
the Resource Area is composed of this type.
It occurs from Scottys Junction south in
Esmeralda County and the southern portion
of Nye County. The hot desert type is
located in the valleys and low hills. The salt
desert shrub type occurs on the higher hills.
Annual precipitation is 3-5" and 5-8".
These sites are usually in late seral
condition. Use occurs on saitbush and
grasses.

Alkali Meadows and Bottoms.

Approximately three percent of the
Resource Area is composed of this type. It
occurs on valiey bottoms through out the
Resource Area. Major areas are Railroad
Valley, Sarcobatus Flat, the north end of Big
Smoky Valley, Alkali Flat and Fish Lake
Valley. These areas are fair spring and
summer. range in current condition. These
sites have up to 85 percent grass, but it is
coarse and less desirable than the cool

season bunch grasses on adjacent sites.
Great basin wildrye wouid grow on this site
in PNC but it has been grazed out. These
sites are usually in mid-seral stage. Annual
precipitation is 3-8".

7. Mountain __Mahogany. Less than one
percent of the Resource Area is composed

of this type. [t occurs in the mountains
adjacent to Pinyon-Juniper woodlands and
is less common in Esmeralda County. Small
amounts occur in the Silver Peak Range and
Palmetto Mountains. Most is in the Grant,
Kawich, Reveille and Pancake ranges.
Annual precipitation is above 12". These
areas are generally too steep or high for
livestock use. Mountain mahogany is good
big game forage.

8. Riparian Areas. Less than one percent of
the Resource Area is composed of this type.
It occurs along streams, springs and seeps.

9. Plavas. Less than one percent of the
Resource Area is composed of dry lake
beds. Playas are generally devoid of
vegetation.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM)

Visitors to the Resource Area are attracted to its
wide open spaces and vistas. US Highway 95
traverses the Resource Area from north of
Coaldale to south of Beatty. The highway is the
main travel route between Las Vegas and Reno
affording travelers panoramic views of the
topography, north-south trending mountain ranges
and intervening basins. The landscapes are
dominated by flat playas, level basin fill plains and
long sloping alluvial fans which merge upwards
into the mountains. The mountain slopes are
sheer and angular with extensive rock outcrops.

VRM Classes were established in the Tonopah
MFP for the east portion of the Resource Area in
1981. See Appendix 3 for a description of VRM
classes.

Visual Resource Inventory Classes were assigned
in accordance with BLM Handbook 8410-1 in
1991 for the west portion of the Resource Area.
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WILDLIFE HABITAT

The Resource Area is comprised of a broad range
of individual and overlapping types of wildlife
habitat.

Mule Deer Mule deer inhabit the mountainous
portions of the Resource Area (see Map 10 and
12). Habitat in the southern two-thirds of the
Resource Area is considered marginal. These
marginal deer ranges are typified by monotypic
stands of pinyon and juniper, lacking in preferred
forage species such as bitterbrush, and
serviceberry. A total of 116 study sites have
been established to monitor mule deer habitat
conditions. Poor conditions are reflected on three
percent of the sites, fair conditions on 28 percent,
good conditions on 54 percent and 15 percent are
in excellent condition.

Summer ranges are in fair condition due to lack of
important forb and grass species. In some cases
competition exists between deer, livestock, and
wild horses/ burros for forbs and grasses during
spring and early summer. Perhaps one-third of the
deer habitat is poorly utilized due to lack of water.

Winter ranges are in generally good to excellent
condition. However, encroachment by pinyon-

_juniper woodland and heavy use of important
browse species by livestock have contributed to
deterioration of portions of some winter range.
The largest deer concentrations occur on winter
ranges on the Toiyabe Bench. Human activity on
winter range is a potential threat to wintering
herds from mid January through April.

Antelope Antelope populations have been slowly
increasing since the mid 1970's. Antelope occur
in small bands mostly in the north half of the
Resource Area (see Map 9 and 12). Known use
areas include the pinyon-juniper foothills during
summer months and valley bottoms in winter
months. Distribution is heavily dependent upon
water availability. Although antelope benefit from
livestock water developments, the waters are not
maintained when livestock are not present.
Conflicts for forage and water exist between
pronghorn, livestock and wild horses/burros. A
total of 45 study sites have been established to
monitor antelope habitat conditions.

Desert Bighorn Sheep Bighorn sheep populations
occur in several mountain ranges in the Resource
Area (see Map 10). In addition, five other ranges
which do not currently support bighorn sheep
contain suitable habitat.

Since bighorn generally concentrate within a two
mile radius of water during the summer, adequate
forage within that radius is the limiting factor. It
is crucial to the survival of bighorn in the Resource
Area that critical summer use areas within a two
mile radius of water sources remain relatively
undisturbed. These areas can be adversely
impacted by human intrusions associated with off-
highway vehicle events and mining activities.
Based on available study information, most of the
bighorn habitat is in good condition. A total of 47
study sites have been established to monitor
bighorn sheep habitat conditions. Poor conditions
are reflected on two percent of the sites, fair
condition on 15 percent of the sites, good
condition on 53 percent of the sites and 30
percent of the sites are in excelient condition.

Critical bighorn sheep lambing areas have been
identified around key waters adjacent to
precipitous terrain in bighorn sheep habitat areas
{see Map 10 and 13).

Seasonally, conflicts with livestock and/or wild
horses/burros can occur. Competition for forage,
as well as water, can occur between bighorn
sheep and livestock and wild horses/burros.

Rocky Mountain Elk A huntable population of elk
inhabit the Monitor Range {(managed by the
Toiyabe National Forest). This herd utilizes a small
area of BLM administered iands on the slopes of
the Monitor Range for winter range (see Map 9).
A total of 28 study sites have been established to
monitor elk habitat conditions. Poor conditions
are reflected on four percent of the sites, fair
conditions on four percent of the sites, good
conditions on 67 percent of the sites and 25
percent of the sites are in excellent condition.

Waterfowl The Railroad Valley Wildlife
Management Area provides important waterfowl
habitat for migrating and nesting waterfowi.
Seasonal migration habitat occurs in Big Smoky
Valley and Fish Lake Valley, as well. (0 ?/




Sage Grouse Sage grouse are widely scattered
through much of the big sagebrush vegetation
type in the northern part of the Resource Area
(see Map 11 and 12). Strutting grounds are of
primary importance to the management of sage
grouse habitat since they serve as focal points for
reproduction, nesting, and brood-rearing activities.
Most nests are located within two miles of active
strutting grounds. Riparian and wet meadow
habitats are also very important to grouse
reproduction. Essential foods for grouse chicks
are concentrated in these habitats, and hens with
chicks tend to concentrate their activities near wet
meadows and springs after the first three weeks
of the chicks life. Wintering habitat is
characterized by areas of greatest available
sagebrush canopy cover.

Raptors nest and occur seasonally and/or
yearlong throughout most of the Tonopah
Resource Area.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES (Plants and Animals)

There are several special status species, both
plant and animal, in the Resource Area. Category
1 {C1) is the taxa for which USFWS has sufficient
information to indicate that listing is appropriate.

Category 2 (C2) is the taxa for which the USFWS
has information to indicate that listing is possibly
appropriate {(additional information needed).

Piants There are no plants listed as threatened or
endangered in the Resource Area. One C1 plant,
the Williams Combleaf (Polyctenium williamsiae),
is known to occur.

Priority habitats have not been identified for
candidate plants occurring in the Resource Area.
Category 2 plants are listed in Table 3 A.

Animals There are two threatened animals in the
Resource Area, the desert tortoise and the
.Railroad Valley springfish.

Desert Tortoise

The Mojave population of desert tortoise
(Gopherus agassizii) is listed both federally
and state as threatened and occurs on
approximately 70,600 acres at the south
end of the Resource Area {see Map 15).
Critical habitat for the Desert Tortoise was

No
critical habitat was designated in the
Resource Area. The BLM has determined
the portion of the species range in the
Resource Area as Non-Intensive Category lll
habitat. The goal for Non-intensive
Category lll desert tortoise habitat is to limit
habitat and population declines to the
extent possible by mitigating impacts.
Direct impacts from grazing may include
trampling of shelter sites and rest sites.
Indirect impacts include loss of cover,
change in vegetation and compaction of
soils in areas where livestock concentrate.
The increasing use of off-highway vehicles
is having an effect on tortoise. Direct
mortality results from crushing tortoise
above ground or in their burrows. The
desert ecosystem is also degraded as a
result of off-highway vehicle use.

designated on February 4, 1994.

The desert tortoise is most active when
annual plants are most common. Forage
must be sufficient to allow females to
accumulate energy reserves for egg
production. Egg laying occurs May through
July. Hatching occurs from August to
October. The hatchlings ignore food and
water and begin dormancy shortly after
hatching. In the spring tortoise eat forbs
and annual grasses. In the late spring and
summer they eat dried grasses.

Railroad Valley Springfish

The Railroad Valley springfish (Crenichthys
nevadae) is listed as federal threatened. It
is located in several warm springs in
Railroad Valley (see Map 14). Within the
Resource Area, North Spring and Reynolds
Spring have been designated as critical
habitat by the USFWS. Chimney Spring
also maintains a population of Railroad
Valley springfish but is not considered
critical habitat by USFWS. All populations
in the Resource Area are doing well;
however, the Nevada Division of Wildlife
(NDOW) has reported that encroaching
riparian vegetation in the springs may result
in degradation of the aquatic habitat.
Currently the greatest potential threat to the
springfish is loss of waterflow from
individual springs caused by broad based
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lowering of the water table through interbasin
transfer of ground water. Several candidate

animal species also exist in the Resource Area
(see Table 3 B and Maps 14 and 15).

TABLE3 A

CATEGORY 2 PLANTS OF THE TONOPAH RESOURCE AREA

Eastwood milkweed
Black wooly-pod
Current milk-vetch
Tecopa bird’s beak
Spring parsiley
Tiem’s buckwheat
Pahute green gentian
Golden bush

Dune penstemon
Bashful penstemon
Mono phacelia
Blaine’s fishhook cactus
Tufted globemallow

(Cymopterus ripleyi var. saniculoides)

{(Asclepias eastwoodiana)
(Astragalus funereus)
(Astragalus uncislas)
(Cordylanthus tecopensis)

(Eriogonum tiebmii)
(Frasera pahutensis)
{Haplopappus graniticus)
(Penstemon arenarius)
{Penstemon pudicus)
(Phacelia monensis)
{Sclerocactus blainei)
(Sphaeraicea caespitosa)

TABLE 3 B
CATEGORY 2 ANIMALS OF THE TONOPAH RESOURCE AREA

Fish Spring pocket gopher
San Antonio pocket gopher
Ferruginous hawk

Snowy plover

Mountain plover

White-faced ibis

Long-billed curlew

White River desert sucker
Big Smoky Valley tui chub
Railroad Valley tui chub

Fish Lake Valley tui chub
Monitor Valley speckled dace
Amargosa toad

Oasis Valley speckled dace
Pygmy rabbit

Mountain quail

Loggerhead shrike
Chuckwalla

Spotted bat

Crescent Dune aphodius scarab
Crescent Dune aegialian scarab beetle

RIPARIAN HABITAT

Riparian habitats represent less than one percent
of the Resource Area. Important streamside
riparian habitats have been inventoried and are
shown on Maps 14 and 15 and Table 3 C. Most
inventoried streamside riparian areas have less
than 70 percent streambank stability and 70

-.———_-___—_—————_,——_—-—_7

(Thomomys umbrinus abstrusus)
{Thomomys umbrinus curtatus)
(Buteo regalis)

(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus)
(Charadrius montanus)

{Plegadis chihi)

(Numenius americanus)
(Catostomus clarki intermedius)
(Gila bicolor ssp.)

(Gila bicolor ssp.)

(Gila bicolor ssp.)

(Rhinichthys osculus ssp.)

(Bufo nelsoni)

(Rhinichthys osculus ssp.)
{Brachylagus idahoensis)
{Oreortyx pictus)

(Lanius ludovicianus)
{Sauromalus obesus)

(Euderma maculatum)

(Aphodius sp.2)

{Aegialia crescenta) |

percent streambank cover ratings. (However,
proper functioning  condition has not been
determined for the majority of streams in the
Resource Area). This is primarilv due to grazing
and trampling by grazing animals and surface
disturbance associated with mineral exploration
and development. Research has shown that
riparian habitats characteristically have a greater
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diversity of plant and animal species than
adjoining areas. Riparian areas, including springs
and seeps, provide habitat which is critical to
many wildiife species. Healthy riparian systems
filter and purify water as it moves through them,
reduce sediment loads and enhance soil stability,
provide micro climatic moderation, and contribute
to ground water recharge and base flow. Riparian
areas around springs and seeps have not been
inventoried for condition.

The low and unpredictable precipitation, poor
soils, and sparse vegetation would limit riparian
area restoration under existing natural conditions.
Also consumptive and disruptive resource uses
within riparian areas reduces the success of rapid
riparian restoration.

The principal consumptive use within riparian
areas is grazing. The small tracts of riparian
habitat within enormous grazing allotments
complicates management. Water sources for
livestock management, other than those naturally
occurring riparian areas, are limited, thus
restricting management options. Also reducing
management options are the questions of water
rights and limiting access to riparian areas.

Riparian habitats are also affected by mineral
exploration, development, and production. Of the
riparian areas inventoried, 29 percent are in areas
of high potential and 31 percent are in areas of
moderate potential for locatable minerals. The
practice of conducting exploration within riparian
corridors, washes, . or - upon springs is most
prevalent in the west portion of the Resource
Area, where placer operations are conducted.
Stipulations may be imposed on Plans of
Operation to protect riparian habitat. However,
protection of riparian habitat under Notices is more
difficult since regulations do not provide the same
opportunity to impose stipulations. This produces
uncertainty for long-term management oOr
restoration practices.

FORESTRY AND VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS

Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands There are an estimated
314,000 acres of pinyon-juniper woodlands in the
Resource Area (see Maps 5 and 6). Of these,

approximately 27,000 acres are accessible, and
available for fuelwood harvest outside Wilderness
Study Areas (WSAs).

The 27,000 ‘‘operable’’

acres are capable of producing 1,185 cords

annually on a sustained yield basis. Public
demand over the last five years has averaged 675
cords. Unauthorized wood cutting is estimated at
170 cords.

Approximately 141,000 acres of pinyon-juniper
woodlands are within WSAs. If all pinyon-juniper
woodlands were released by Congress from WSA
status, an additional 14,300 ‘‘operable’’ woodland
acres would be available. An additional 530 cords
could then be sold annually on a sustained yield
basis.

Dead and down pinyon-juniper trees may be
harvested for firewood anywhere in the Resource
Area, except within WSAs. There are greenwood
cutting areas established at: Palmetto Wash
(3,800 acres), Palmetto (2,600 acres) and Silver
Peak (2,600 acres). Approximately one-third of
the greenwood volume has been removed from
these areas.

Joshua Trees Approximately 231,000 acres in
the Resource Area produce Joshua trees. One
harvest area near Magruder Mountain,
approximately 1800 acres in size, has been
established for non-commercial harvest. Currently
sales average less than 100 trees per year.
Allowable harvest from this area is unknown at
this time. No inventory has been conducted to
determine the sustained yield production on the
total Joshua tree acreage.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT

The Resource Area has 29 grazing
permittees/lessees  with priviieges to graze
livestock on 34 allotments covering approximately
six million acres (see Maps 16 and 17). The past
five years average actual use has been 167,102
animal unit months (AUMs) of authorized grazing
use. Grazing allotments are licensed for cattle,
sheep or horses with various seasons of use,
livestock numbers, and grazing management
systems.

Livestock grazing has been excluded from critical
winter range for mule deer on Toiyabe Bench.
This area may be grazed by livestock under
prescribed conditions after certain habitat
conditions have been met.

1\




SUMMARY OF STREAM HABITAT IN THE TONOPAH RESOURCE AREA

TABLE3 C

STREAM NAME | MILES ON BLM YEAR OF % % FISH SPECIES
SURVEY STREAMBANK STREAMBANK
COVER STABILITY
AMARGOSA 2.0 1987 75 % 65% OASIS VALLEY
DACE
BARKER 0.5 1978 89 83 8ROOK AND
CREEK 1982 76 59 RAINBOW
1985 72 55 TROUT
1988 73 73
BARLEY 1.0 1977 38 34 'BROOK,
CREEK 1985 25 25 RAINBOW,AND
1988 25 25 BROWN TROUT
BREEN CREEK 2.4 1989 75 52
CLEAR CREEK 1.0 1977 50 25 BROOK AND
1987 50 25 RAINBOW
TROUT *
CORCORAN 1.0 1982 28 25 RAINBOW AND
CREEK 1987 25 25 BROWN TROUT
COTTONWOOD 1.0 1977 70 83
CANYON 1989 63 50
DEEP CREEK 1.0 1982 100 81
EDEN CREEK 5.0 1978 55 64
1982 62 62
1985 66 76
HOOPER 1.0 1977 75 100
CANYON ' 1982 59 69
1989 52 70
HUNTS 2.0 1982 50 75
CANYON 1989 42 51
JEFFERSON 1.0 1978 69 69 RAINBOW
CREEK 1986 66 56 TROUT
1989 82 78
LITTLE 1.0 1989 13 14 ||
MEADOW

* Indicates unconfirmed occurrence of the species.

Table Continued on Following Page
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TABLE 3 C (Continued)

SUMMARY OF STREAM HABITAT IN THE TONOPAH RESOURCE AREA

STREAM NAME MILES ON BLM YEAR OF % % FISH SPECIES H
SURVEY STREAMBANK STREAMBANK
COVER STABILITY
MOORES 0.5 1977 100 90 RAINBOW,
CREEK BROOK, AND
: gg; .911 g: BROWN TROUT
1988 89 80
MOSQUITO 0.5 1977 66 47 RAINBOW AND
CREEK 1978 69 57 B8ROOK TROUT
1982 55 32
1986 55 53
OX SPRINGS 0.3 1989 53 28
WASH
PERRY AIKEN 1.0 1988 91 84 RAINBOW AND
CREEK BROWN
TROUT®
PINE CREEK 0.5 1982 56 50 RAINBOW AND
1989 75 75 BROWN TROUT
ROCK CREEK 6.2 1987 42 66 “
SILVER PEAK 1.4 1989 75 26 RAINBOW
POND CREEK TROUT
SOUTH 1.5. no data no data no data “
SIXMILE
TROY 1.0 1977 93 86 BROOK TROUT
CANYON 1982 87 87
.

+ indicates unconfirmed occurrence of the species

No conflicts between livestock and Rocky
Mountain elk have been documented in the Hunts
Canyon Allotment which is used by wintering elk.

Conflicts between livestock and wild horse and
burro populations do occur.

WILD HORSES AND BURROS

There are 16 Herd Management Areas (HMA) in
the Resource Area. One additional HMA, Monitor
HMA, has been identified in a previous land-use
plan, however, it is proposed for deletion in this
Proposed RMP (see Chapter 2 Wild Horse and
Burro Determination 1 c.). The boundaries of the
HMAs are shown on Maps 18 and 19. The
boundaries of the herd areas were established
based on the areas of use when the ‘‘Wild, Free

9

Roaming Horse and Burro Act’’ became law in
December 1971. Management of wild
horses/burros is restricted to these areas and
expansion of herd areas is prohibited under the
Act.

Water availability is the main limiting factor for
wild horses and burros in most of the HMAs. In
some HMAs there are no federally owned water
rights.

HMAs, such as Montezuma, Paymaster/Lone
Mountain, and Stonewall are steep and
mountainous. Water availability is poor, and the
HMA boundaries are not fenced allowing
horses/burros to drift out of the HMAs. Water
developments are needed to encourage
horses/burros to remain inside HMAs. _7 3




Burros create a nuisance for private property
owners in Beatty and Springdale, especially in the
summer months when range forage becomes
sparse. ’

The Dunlap HMA was formerly managed by the
Carson City District in combination with the Pilot
Mountain HMA. The lead has reverted to the
Tonopah Resource Area. No significant
management problems exist.

in the Fish Lake Valley HMA 16,000 of the
71,000 acres in this HMA were transferred to the
U.S. Forest Service under the Forest and Public
Lands of Nevada Enhancement Act of 1988.

As a result of the National Forest and Public Lands
of Nevada Enhancement Act of 1988, the U.S.
Forest Service has management of 75,875 acres
of the 104,032 acres which comprise the Little
Fish lake Valley HMA.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Resource Area is rich in the number and
diversity of cultural properties within its bounds.
These properties range in age from Late
Pleistocene to historic times, and contain vast
amounts of information concerning the prehistory
and history of the area. Some of these resources
are ideally suited for public interpretation and
development.

Almost all cultural inventories in the Resource
Area have been project specific. As a result,
portions of some hydrographic basins have been
intensively surveyed for cultural resources, while
others have received little or no inventory.
Because a representative sample of the Resource
Area has not been systematically inventoried as a
basis for planning, little is known about the
density and distribution of cultural resources,
except in those areas that have been subjected to
intensive project driven survey. Assignment of
sites to management objectives is performed on
an individual basis through implementation of the
Section 106 process, with the result that most are
managed for their information potential. Actions
necessary to achieve management objectives also
are determined on an individual basis. The
following is a summary of cultural resovrces
information for the Resource Area.

1. A Class | cultural resources inventory was
- completed in 1981. Since that time,
Esmeralda County and the southern portion

of Nye County have been added to the
Resource Area, and considerable additional
Class II and Class lll survey has been
performed. Consequently, the original Class

| inventory is incomplete and outdated and
should not be used as a basis for planning.

2. Less than two percent of the Resource Area
has been inventoried for cultural resources,
and the vast majority of these inventories
have been driven by efforts to comply with
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. In past years, cultural
resources were not evaluated for potential
inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places if they could be avoided by project
activities. This policy has resulted in the
systematic under-recording of potentially
significant resources, as well as the need
to resurvey and re-record sites to evaluate
their National Register potential. In
addition, no systematic effort has been
made to consult with Native American
leaders to identify sites and areas significant
for their association with traditional
lifeways.

Prehistoric site types known to occur within the
Resource Area include, but are not limited to:
long-term habitation sites, temporary camps, task
specific sites, pinyon caches, scatters of heat
altered rock, rock shelters, petroglyphs and
pictographs, rock alignments including
"geoglyphs,” and quarry sites. Petroglyph sites
are excellent for public interpretation objectives,
but are also of importance to Native American
groups.

Sensitive locations for prehistoric sites include,
but are not limited to, areas near permanent and
seasonal water sources, upland pinyon-juniper
zones, and upper bajada slopes. During the Late
Pleistocene, lakes existed within eight of the
valleys in the Resource Area. During the
Holocene, some of these same areas may have
supported marshy environments. These lake
margins and marshy areas are highly sensitive
areas for cultural resources. Sites in these areas
may contain vaiuable cultural, paleontological, and
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environmental data that would provide insight into
a time presently little understood by researchers.

Historic site types known to occur within the
Resource Area include, but are not limited to, the
remains of homesteads and mining camps,
townsites, Chinese borax mines, charcoal kilns
and platforms, mining/milling sites, trash dumps,
trails, roads, and raiiroad grades. Historic sites
lend themselves very well to public interpretation.
Several sites within the Resource Area could be
developed for interpretive purposes including:
Rhyolite, Tybo-Mcintyre Charcoal kilns, and the
Mountain View Arrastra. Historic mining districts
are generally the most sensitive areas for historic
sites, but homesteads and small mining camps are
found throughout the region.

Examples of sensitive sites/districts within the
Resource Area include:

Rhvolite: The Rhyolite/Bullfrog townsite lies
within the Bullfrog Mining District. The townsite
was established in 1905, and grew to contain a
population of 10,000 by 1907. Abandonment of
the town began in 1908 following withdrawal of
financial support for the mines. In 1924, only a
single prospector inhabited the town. Rhyolite
~ was a substantial town with numerous wood

homes, and a number of buildings constructed of
reinforced concrete, some as many as three
stories high. In 1906, Tom Kelly constructed the
now famous Bottie House. This structure was
stabilized by Paramount Pictures in 1925 for use
in the film ‘‘Wanderers in the Wasteland.”
Although the remains of other bottle houses are
present in the Resource Area, the Rhyolite Bottle
House is a premier example of mining town
vernacular architecture and the use of bottles as
a structural medium. Rhyolite is the most
photographed ‘‘ghost town’’ in Nevada, and is
visited by hundreds of U.S. and foreign tourists
every year. The Friends of Rhyolite organization
is actively seeking support for preservation of
structures within the townsite.

Tra rings-Gravel Bar n rmy-Abel
Prehistoric Districts: Both of these districts have
tremendous potential for contributing to
knowledge of the prehistory of central Nevada.
There are many intact features in the Traps
Springs site complex that contain large amounts
of heat altered rock and charcoal in association

with dense scatters of flaked stone tools and
flaking debris. Although the Gravel Bar site has
been seriously impacted by various developments,
test excavations indicate that the site contains a
buried Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition component.
More intensive and extensive examination of
materials from this component can be expected to
contribute significant insight into this early period
of occupation. Sites in the Stormy/Abel district
are characterized by high densities of debris
resulting from the manufacture and maintenance
of stone tools. Information from these sites can
be expected to contribute to our understanding of
stone tool manufacture, and the special
technigues that were sometimes used (e.g., heat
treatment).

Tybo-Mclntyre Charcoal Kilns: The Tybo charcoal

kilns were constructed of rock, and are listed on
the National Register of Historic Places. The
Mcintyre Charcoal Kilns were made from brick,
and are located several miles to the west of the
kilns at Tybo. Historic sites such as these are
interesting to many members of the public. The
charcoal kilns at these sites are in good condition,
are excellent examples of kilns in the area, and
therefore, are ideally suited for public
interpretation purposes.

Cane Man Hill Petroglyphs: This site consists of
a series of petroglyph panels scattered along a

volcanic hill. The petroglyph panels at this site
contain a high frequency of anthropomor-
phic/representational elements, an occurrence
rarely observed at other rock art sites in the area.
Given the high densities of some motifs, this site
may be of some significance to local Native
Americans.

The following sites within the Resource Area have
been listed on the National Register of Historic
Places:

1. The Tybo Charcoal Kilns.

2. William H. Berg House, a privately owned
residence located on land managed by the
BLM in the historic town of Round
Mountain.

3. Goldfield: the historic district and modern
townsite are on patented lands, however,
some archaeological features associated
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with the townsite are located on BLM
administered lands.

4, Tonopah: the historic district and individual
properties shown on the Register are all
located on patented land.

5. Berlin Town Site: Recreation and Public
Purposes Act (R&PP) to the State of
Nevada.

6. Belmont Townsite.

Vandalism and illegal collection/excavation of
cultural properties within the Resource Area are
important concerns at this time. Resources in
Railroad Valley, Fish Lake Valley, Clayton Valley,
and the Silver Peak Range are being significantly
impacted by illicit collection and excavation
activities. In addition, thousands of artifacts have
been removed from sites along Late Pleistocene
lake margins. Petroglyphs have been used for
target ‘practice and charcoal kiins have been
vandalized. The historic townsite of Rhyolite is
continually subjected to a tremendous amount of
theft and vandalism. Other resources which are
known to have been vandalized/looted over the
past several years include the Trap Springs/Gravel
Bar and Stormy/Abel prehistoric districts,
petroglyph sites in Fish Lake and Clayton Valleys,
and sites in the Fish Lake Valley Salt Marsh and at
Cave Spring.

Natural degradation of cultural properties is a
growing concern. Petroglyphs pecked or incised
into soft tuff are rapidly being eroded smooth;
artifacts are being removed from primary
depositional context and features are being
destroyed in areas where erosion is ongoing; other
sites are being destroyed during flash floods; and
neglected historic structures are deteriorating
through exposure to wind, water, and sun.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Paleontological resources in the Resource Area are
many, important and varied. Fossils are found in
exposures of approximately ninety geological
formations or unnamed strata. Additional fossils
may be found in many other formations which
occur in the Resource Area only in the subsurface.
Surface exposures of geologic formations in the
Resource Area containing fossils are found in sizes

ranging from small isolated patches, to areas
appearing continuously of discontinuously for
many tens, or in some cases, hundreds of miles.
A more precise description of the configuration of
the surface exposures of these units can be
obtained from geologic maps and geographic
descriptions in the References Cited Section of
this Plan. The Resource Area was the first
reported locality for numerous species of animals,
vertebrate as well as invertebrate, and plants. In
many instances, fossils of these species have
been found nowhere else on earth.

An example of an important paleoecological
resource in the Resource Area is an exposure of
the Esmeralda Formation-exhibiting remains of a
fossilized forest containing upright, lithified trees
fifteen to twenty feet in height that are associated
with a variety of vertebrate fossils. Unverified
reports indicate that the Resource Area may also
contain {or at one time contained) the world’s
largest petrified log, which has been described as
being 14 feet in diameter and over 200 feet in
length (Boak, 1934; McFarlan, 1991).

At yet another location in the Resource Area, the
Siebert Formation, fossilized remains of
vertebrates and invertebrates of such uniqueness
and importance were found that for a number of
years paleontologists established and operated a
quarry at the site to aid in their extraction
(Henshaw, 1942). Many previously unknown
species of fossil animals have been found at this
locality, and a number of publications (e.g.,
Henshaw, 1940), have been written about the
fossils and paleoecolgical conditions that
characterize this location.

The Luning Formation is exposed in some places
in the Resource Area. Luning Formation
exposures on Forest Service administered lands
near the old town of Berlin are known to contain
an abundance of fossilized vertebrates known as
ichthyosaurs. Researchers from around the world
have come to study the ichthyosaur remains at
this site, and a state park and museum have been
established for preservation and display of the
fossils. As yet, ichthyosaur fossils have not been
found in Luning Formation exposures on BLM
administered lands in the Resource Area.
However, by definition a formation contains
similar lithologic characteristics throughout its
areal extent, so there is a some potential that
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Luning Formations exposures in the Resource Area
will contain similar fossils.

Another locality in the Resource Area contains an
assemblage of fossilized invertebrates of
Mississippian age that is of such rarity and
uniqueness that practically every species was
unknown to science prior to discovery of the site
{Kleinhamp! and Ziony, 1985, p. 85 and 86).
Other formations and localities in the Resource
Area contain one or more species of fossils which,
at the time of their discovery and identification,
had been found nowhere else.

A Class | paleontological resources inventory for
the Battle Mountain District was completed in
1987. This inventory is now incomplete and
outdated. No project related paleontological
surveys have been conducted in the Resource
Area.

LANDS

The Resource Area was established in 1871 for
the purpose of managing public lands located in
central Nye County within the Battle Mountain
District. From 1971 to 1983, the Resource Area
included 3,616,733 acres of public land. In 1983,
Resource Area boundaries were changed to
include management of public lands within
Esmeralda County and portions of southern Nye
County. This action increased the area inciuded
within the Resource Area by 2,689,230 acres.

At present, the Resource Area includes 6,091,101
public land acres. Table 3 D depicts land status,
both past and present, within the Resource Area.
Over the years, 14,139.86 acres of public land
within the Resource Area have been patented
under various authorities. With the passage of the
National Forest and Public Lands of Nevada
Enhancement Act of 1988, 197,627 acres
transferred to the US Forest Service. Over 98
percent of the land within the Resource Area is
under Federal administration.

There are 13 rural towns and communities, five
small remote settlements, and several isolated
ranches within the Resource Area. Tonopah, the
largest town, has a population of only about
4,000. Most of the towns in the Resource Area
started as mining camps around the turn of the
century or earlier. Beatty, Belmont, Goldfield, and
Lida were patented under the various townsite
acts. Silver Peak is located partially on a patented
townsite and partially on a State land grant.
Tonopah and Manhattan are built on patented
mining claims. Hadley was developed on private
agricultural land purchased by a mining company
to house its employees. Goldpoint, lone, and
Round Mountain are located almost entirely on
public land. Carvers and Dyer are primarily
agricultural settlements. All of these communities
are surrounded by Federal land, and most to some
extent occupy public land. "

TABLE3 D
LAND STATUS
— e —//— ™ — ——————————————————|
LAND STATUS TONOPAH MFP ESMERALDA- TOTAL ACRES TONOPAH RMP*
AREA SOUTHRN NYE
RMP AREA
BLM 3,616,733 acres 2,689,230 acres 6,305,963 acres 6,091,101 acres
U.S.F.S. 1,203,004 acres 29,450 acres 1,232,454 acres 1,430,081 acres
Private 78,720 acres 68,544 acres 147,264 acres 164,499 acres
e =

*The Nationsl Forest and Public Lands of Nevads Enhancement Act of 1988 reduced the acresge adminstered by BLM by 187,627 acres and concomitantly incressed
the ecreage administered by the Forest Service. Between 7/16/81 ond 1/1/91, 3,096 scres waere patented through the Tonopsh MFP, snd between 10/10/86 and

1/1/91, 140 acres were patented through the Esmerside-Southern Nye RMP.

dependence traps them in boom and bust cycles
reflecting trends in the minerals market. All of the
communities in the Resource Area would benefit
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The economies of Tonopah, Beatty, Goldfield,
Manhattan, Round Mountain, and Silver Peak are
heavily dependent on the mining industry. This




from the stability that economic diversity provides,
but few of them have any developable private land
and none has the amount of developable private
land needed to attract large industries.

Tonopah, Beatty, and Round Mountain are
growing, and the demand for land for
residential areas as well as for land for recreation
and public purposes is growing with them.

Over the past few vyears, the demand for
additional land at outlying settlements and isolated
ranches has been on the increase. Also, a need to
sell land for solid waste disposal sites has
developed out of the BLM's increased awareness
of its liability for promiscuous dumping and its
consequent change in policy concerning leasing
land for such sites.

During the years following the approvals of the
Tonopah MFP and the Esmeralda-Southern Nye
RMP, an aggressive land disposal program was
undertaken. A total of 17,235 acres of public
lands have been patented under various
authorities: Color-of-Title, the Desert Land Act,
the R&PP Act, the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, and the General Mining Law of
1872, as amended. it has become clear,
however, that disposals of more and larger tracts
need to be made available in rural Nevada.

Nineteen R&PP Leases have been issued in the
Resource Area for such facilities as schools, parks,
rifle and pistol ranges, and landfills. (Land is no
longer available under the R&PP Act for landfills.)
Land has been patented under this authority for a
hospital and a museum storage vault.

Four public airport leases have been issued.

The Resource Area has also administered an active
desert land entry (DLE) program. However, the
failure rate in this program has been high.
Although entry has been allowed on over 20 DLEs
since the MFP was approved, only two have been
patented.

The increase in demand for rights-of-way for
roads, utility distribution lines, and, to a lesser
extent, communication facilities is a clear
indication of growth in the area. Over 600 rights-
of-way of all types have been granted for the use
of lands within the Resource Area. Most are for

roads and small utility lines. There are currently
about 80 communication facility rights-of-way
located on the 29 developed communication sites
within the Resource Area.

The Resource Area does not have many major
transmission lines crossing it and has no pending
applications; but, increasingly, utility companies
have been examining possible routes along the
two US highways which traverse the Resource
Area. Crude oil from the Railroad Valley oil fields
is presently trucked to refineries. Some interest
has been expressed in a pipeline either going west
to Bakersfield, California, or east to Caliente,
Nevada.

Transportation and utility corridors are designated
in the Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP. These
corridors included 296 miles of existing facilities
and identified 30 miles of planning corridors
wherein future facilities might be located. Since
the RMP was approved, there have been no
applications for commodity transportation or utility
transmission rights-of-way within either the
designated or the planning corridors. A need has
been expressed for a corridor linking the
substations at Millers and at Silver Peak and
crossing the Silver Peak Range.

The Western Regional Corridor Study identified
needed corridors traversing both planning units.
Adjacent land management agencies have, for the
most part, designated transportation and utility
corridors which terminate abruptly in the east
portion of the Resource Area. Most of the work
of identifying physical limitations of the land
within the Resource Area has already been done
by adjacent land managers and by utility
companies seeking possible right-of-way routes.
A need has been expressed for a corridor from the
Grant Canyon Qil Field to State Route 375.

In 1987, BLM began an intensive inventory of
trespasses on the public lands. Since that
inventory began, 364 suspected unauthorized
uses and occupancies of the public lands within
the Resource Area have been discovered.

Land classification segregates land from mineral
entry and limits the uses to which the land may be
put. Public lands may be classified under various
authorities. Since the enactment of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) in
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1976, classifications within the Resource Area
have been made under the authority of the R&PP
Act and under the agricuitural land laws.

Lands may also be withdrawn from the operation
of some cr all of the public land laws. Most often
lands are withdrawn from mineral entry. The
provisions for authorizing most withdrawals are
found in Section 204 of FLPMA. Withdrawn lands
may be placed under the jurisdiction of another
Federal bureau, agency, or department. Appendix
11 summarizes the withdrawals and segregations
of record within the Resource Area. These
withdrawals are also depicted on Maps 24 and 25.

RECREATION

The Resource Area offers a wide variety of
recreation opportunities such as hunting, camping,
off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, hiking,
photography, historical sightseeing, and OHV
competitive events. This wide range of
opportunities is possible because virtually all of
the public lands are accessible and offer a variety
of settings suitable for different recreation
activities. There are no BLM developed recreation
facilities in the Resource Area. Primarily dispersed
recreation has dominated the area with few areas
receiving regular visitor use.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum {(ROS): The BLM

has adopted a system called the Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (see Appendix 12 for a
description of the five settings). This system
provides a method of identifying recreation
opportunities available on the public lands and a
means to plan for the long-term maintenance of
the required settings.

For this RMP, the different settings available on
public lands in the Resource Area were identified.
The settings were formulated using factors such
as remoteness, size, amount of landscape change
and development, the evidence of other people,
and the degree of management control. There are
90,370 acres with a primitive setting; 339,120
acres with a semi-primitive non-motorized setting;
465,725 acres with a semi-primitive motorized
setting; 5,035,686 acres with a roaded natural
setting; and 160,200 acres with a rural setting
(see Maps 28 and 29).

Special Recreation Management Areas: There are

no Special Recreation Management Areas
(SRMAs) within the Resource Area. Recreation
management has primarily consisted of
maintaining the minimum management and visitor
services necessary within the Tonopah Extensive
Recreation Management Area (ERMA).

Although dispersed recreation is the rule in central
Nevada, several undeveloped areas have become
commonly used for overnight camping, fishing,
day hiking, and picnicking.

Off-Highway Vehicles: The primary recreation

activity is OHV use. This includes a wide range of
vehicles from standard highway vehicles to
motorcycles, and four-wheel drive trucks, to dune
buggies, and sand racers. Currently, most of the
Resource Area is open to OHV travel with only
limited restrictions.

There are several annual competitive OHV events
within the Resource Area. Indications are that the
number would increase over the next several years
due to continuing restrictions on such events in
areas with desert tortoise and other resources
requiring protection. Conflicts exist over event
routes, reclamation, contact with private property,
and management of associated resources and
resource users. The existence of these conflicts
necessitates race course requirements and
standards.

Extensive Recreation: The Resource Area has a
broad array of dispersed recreation activities (see
Table 3 E). The lack of recreation development in
central Nevada can be most closely linked to the
lack of a sizeable population source within driving
distance to take advantage of day-length
activities. Also, related to populations, is the lack
of information available to the general public
concerning recreation in the desert. In general,
central Nevada is viewed as a place to be driven
through, not to, as there are no destination points
favoring popular interest. Destination points
adjacent to the Resource Area (Death Valley
National Monument, The White Mountains) and
those found nearby (Las Vegas, Great Basin
National Park, Reno) provide considerable traffic
flow through the area. The development of
several ‘‘day trip’’ recreation sites coupled with
public information concerning their existence,
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could result in a sizable increase in use of public
lands within the Resource Area.

The greatest strength of the Resource Areas
recreation program is its dispersed nature. The
area is open to the public to pursue whatever
activities the resources would permit with a lack
of regulative restrictions, close confinement to
other users, or limitations on movement. As these
qualities are becoming more unique nation-wide,
their retention should be emphasized in Tonopah
Resource Area's recreation development.
Numerous small areas could be developed which
would provide impetus to stop and explore, but
would not concentrate use, thereby retaining the
better qualities of recreation which the Resource
Area can provide.

The road network of the Resource Area is
extensive. However, most of the roads are
unpaved, minimally maintained, and are
susceptible to climate related damage making
them impassable. To reach many of the
undeveloped recreation areas currently existing in
the Resource Area, one must drive a high-
clearance vehicle.

Most of the visitors to the ERMA are probably
local residents: however, more nonresidents would
take advantage of the wildlife observation
opportunities once this aspect is known. The
following unique areas in the Tonopah ERMA are
discussed in terms of their recreational opportunity
and possible designation as SRMAs.

There are several areas where the presence of
high quality natural resources and current or
potential demand warrants intensive management
practices to protect the areas for their scientific,
educational, and/or recreational values.

1. Railroad Valley

Railroad Valley is located in central Nevada
approximately 70 miles south of Ely and
100 miles east of Tonopah along U.S.
Highway 6. Formerly a U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service Refuge, it is one of the
BLM’s few sizeable riparian areas in
Nevada. A 1968 Public Land Order reduced
the size of the area to 14,720 acres, which
includes most of the riparian habitat in
Railroad Valley. This area is probably the

best area in central Nevada for observing
and photographing waterbirds, particularly
during migrations. The area was developed
by constructing dikes and spillways to
create pond areas and taking advantage of
two artesian wells. The area is an excellent
waterfowl area which is not achieving its

potential because of the deteriorated
condition of the ponds. The area was
formerly a largemouth bass and biuegill
fishery. Waterfowl hunting is an
uncommon activity in central Nevada. The
area is managed according to an agreement
with the Nevada Division of Wildlife.

Lunar Crater

Located along U.S. Highway 6
approximately 80 miles east of Tonopah,
the area encompasses a volcanic field of
39,680 acres. There are 2,560 acres
already recognized as a National Natural
Landmark. Some of the more important
features include: Lunar Crater and Easy
Chair Crater, both maar craters, and Black
Rock Lava Flow, an ancient flow coming
out of the collapsed side of a volcanic
crater. Nearby is The Wall, a 20 mile long
palisade area with a spectacular vista. Ina
report prepared for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, Lunar Crater was
noted as being very similar to the craters on
the moon. While a very unique area, it has
received little use by the public. A few
hunters camp in the area and there are
occasional sightseers.

Sand Dunes Areas

The Resource Area has two sand dune
areas that are known to be used by dune
buggy enthusiasts. These are the Crescent
Dunes about 15 miles northwest of
Tonopah, and Clayton Valley Dunes, about
10 miles southeast of Silver Peak. Both are
similar areas, having several ‘‘peaks’’ which
are several hundred feet in height and
having one very steep side. Crescent
Dunes is easily accessible and well known
to the public.
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TABLE3 E

DISPERSED RECREATION ACTIVITIES OCCURRING IN
ESMERALDA AND NYE COUNTIES'

ACTIVITY PERCENT PARTICIPATION PER TOTAL
POPULATION PERSON? (DAYS PER PARTICIPATION

PARTICIPATING PERSON PER YEAR) DAYS?
Rock Hounding 22.6 2 5,001
Horseback riding 18.4 2 4,027
Off-Highway Vehicles 12.0 19 25,228
Photography 10.6 8 9,383
Hunting 10.4 19 21,864
Primitive Camping 9.7 2 1,073
Sightseeing* 9.2 14 14,252
Exploring 8.4 14 13,012
Fishing 5.7 4 2,523
Shooting 4.8 2 1,062
Hiking-Back Packing 3.4 4 1,505
Boating 3.3 1 365
99,340

Information from Nevada State Senate Bill 40, 1983
Local survey

These figures are based on the following calculation: (participation per person) x (population) x (Percent population

participating). The population is based on the 1990 census: northern Nye Co. 89,722 + Esmeralda Co. 1,343 = 11,065.

WILDERNESS

All lands under wilderness review (WSAs) must be
managed under the Interim Management Policy
(IMP) guidelines until either designated as
wilderness or released for multiple-use
management by Congress (see Maps 26 and 27).
Once final designation or release of the WSAs has
been completed, those 'areas designated for
wilderness would be managed under the
appropriate laws, regulations, and policies while
those lands released for multiple use management
would be managed in conjunction with all

Does not inciude sightseeing by vehicies transiting the Resource Area on major U. S. highways or State routes.

pertinent laws, regulations, and policies for
multiple-use public lands.

Many of the WSAs were initially selected for
study based on their roadless, primitive character.

in reintroducing WSA lands to multiple-use
management, the decision on whether to retain
the wilderness qualities would determine
management direction. A Recreation Opportuni-
ties Survey (ROS) was prepared for the Resource
Area and is used to evaluate motorized and non-
motorized potentials within the WSAs (Table 3 F).

TABLE 3 F
LAND STATUS
Semi-Primitive . Semi-Primitive Primitive Total
Motorized Non-Motorized
" 268,385 acres 245,385 acres 90,370 acres 604,535 acres ||

ROS categories are described in Appendix 12 and shown on Maps 28 and 29. Q ‘



FLUID MINERALS

Public lands are available for oil and gas leasing or
geothermal leasing after they have been evaluated
through BLM’s multiple use planning process. In
areas where development of resources would
conflict with protection or management of other
land uses, mitigating measures are developed.

Existing fluid mineral leasing categories, based on
previous planning, are shown on Table 3 G.

Qil and Gas

As of December, 1990, 185 wells have been
drilled in an area covering approximately 450
square miles. Since 1977, 126 wells have been
drilled, indicating that industry interest in Railroad
Valley continues to expand. Although exploratory
wells have been drilled in Fish Lake Valley, Big
Smoky Valiey, Stone Cabin Valley, Hot Creek
Valley, and Railroad Valley, to date oil and gas
development in the Resource Area is limited to
Railroad Valley. This Valley is considered to be a
wildcat area and much of the drilling which has
occurred is associated with exploration units.
Forty-four exploration units, averaging 14,000
acres in size, have been approved for operations
in Railroad Valley. As many as 14 units have
been approved in one year.

The nature of the resource in Railroad Valley has
led exploration drilling to follow a very dispersed
pattern. Of the 160 welis drilled, 96 have been
drilled outside of field areas. The spacing of these
wells ranges from one per square mile to one per
thirty square miles. The extremely compiex
geologic structure of the area has limited the
success rate of wells to approximately 28 percent.
Even within the defined fields the success rate is
only 60 percent. '

Seven producing fields have been discovered in
Railroad Valley. Eagle Springs began production in
1954 when the first producing oil well in the
State, Shell Eagle Springs Unit No. 1-35, was
completed. The second discovery did not occur
untii 1976 when Northwest Exploration Trap
Springs No. 1 was completed. Since the Trap
Springs discovery, a new field has been
discovered every two to three years. Production
from the six active fields currently producing oil in
Railroad Valley exceeds three million barrels per

year. The Kate Springs Field is the only field
producing natural gas. The Grant Canyon Field,
which went into production in 1983, contributes
approximately 85 percent of the total production.
This field contains one well, Grant Canyon #4,
which at one time had the highest production rate
of any free flowing onshore well in the U.S.
Estimates of recoverable reserves from each
producing oil field vary from four to thirteen
million barrels. Over 25 years, production from
Eagle Springs amounts to 95 percent of estimated
reserves. The Grant Canyon and Trap Spring
Fields have produced approximately 55 percent of
estimated reserves. Production from both the
Eagle Springs and Trap Spring fields began to
decline in 1978. The fields are located as close as
one mile apart and as far away as 12 miles from
each other. The number of production wells per
field ranges from one to thirty-nine. The wells
have been drilled on 40 or 160-acre spacing,
depending on reservoir depth. Currently forty-
eight wells in Railroad Valley are producing oil, 15
are shut in, eight are temporarily abandoned, and
six are water disposal wells. Production varies
from 10 to 400 barrels of oil per day per well.
Cumulative production from all fields through June
of 1990 is 26,541,465 barrels of oil.

Much of the crude oil produced in Railroad Valley
is processed at the Railroad Valley refinery.
Products include diesel, kerosene, naphtha and
asphaltic bases. Crude oil residue or residual from
the refinery is currently burned at the Sierra
Pacific Power Plant on Interstate 80 outside of
Reno, at Tracy, NV. Crude oil is also trucked to
Salt Lake City, Utah, and to Bakersfield, California.
Petro Source does not purchase all of the oil
produced in the Valley. In early 1990 the
company purchased the Tonopah Refinery. This
facility is used for oil storage and refining for the
spot market. The changing oil distribution system
in Salt Lake City and other western locations
strongly influences the economics of produced oil
{1990 prices to ship via truck were $4/barrel to
Salt Lake City and $8 per barrel to Bakersfield,
CA.). The product is shipped out of state for
distribution, as well as being utilized in state. The
natural gas produced in the Kate Springs Field is
currently being flared.

Current oil and gas leases held in Nye County
totals 1,052 leases covering 2,165,964 acres. No
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TABLE 3 G
AVAILABILITY OF LANDS FOR MINERAL LEASING
RELATIVE TO RESOURCE POTENTIAL'

OPEN SUBJECT TO
STANDARD TERMS
AND CONDITIONS

1,228,980

5,965,012

500,830 3,861,062

OPEN WITH MAJOR
RESTRICTIONS (NO
SURFACE
OCCUPANCY)

18,740

24,590 7,095 50,425

OPEN WITH MINOR
RESTRICTIONS
(SEASONAL
RESTRICTIONS)

30,680

480 41,240 72,400

CLOSED TO
LEASING (DiS-
CRETIONARY}

CLOSED TO
LEASING (NONDIS-

CRETIONARY) *

2,560

704 3,264

1 Assumes that iands in Wikierness Study Ares status would be returned to multiple use.

leases were held in Esmeralda County as of
December, 1990.

Calculation of oil and gas potential is shown on
Maps 32 and 33, and summarized on Table 3 H.

Geothermal Resources

The development of geothermal resources is
governed by the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970,
as amended. The resources that can be
developed include: geothermal steam, hot water,
hot brine and heat found in geothermal
formations. Lands that have known value are
referred to as Known Geothermal Resource Areas
{KGRAs). These areas must be leased
competitively. All other lands can be offered non-
competitively. Geothermal resource potentials are
shown on Maps 32 and 33 and summarized on
Table 3 |. There are 48 locations of hot or warm
water in Nye County, and 17 locations in the
Esmeralda County. Hot water is defined for these
purposes as water greater than 50°C, and warm
waters from 20°C to 50°C.

Within the Resource Area there are currently only
two KGRAs identified. These are located at
Round Mountain and in Fish Lake Valley.

Development of geothermal resources since 1981
has centered in these areas.

The Round Mountain KGRA has been developed
by Round Mountain Gold Corporation. The
geothermal energy is used to preheat leach
solutions in the winter for the Round Mountain
Gold Mine. The operation utilizes three production
wells, two injection wells and a heat exchanger.
The preheat operation normally runs from October
to April.

The second KGRA is located at the north end of
Fish Lake Valiey. Extensive testing between 1980
and 1985 was undertaken to determine
temperature gradients and potential production
zones. This work culminated in two production
wells being driled and flow tested. BLM
permitted a 5-megawatt (MW) power plant in
1987. The sale of 16 megawatts of power has
been contracted to Southern California Edison.
The first sale of power is scheduled for 1995.
The potential resource and market exists for two
additional 15 to 20 MW plants to be on line or
under construction by 2000.

Darroughs Hot Springs in Smoky Valley has been
drilled and flow tested, but no power plant has
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ever been proposed. The area is private land and
contains a small bath house development.

In 1986 and 1987 a private company attempted
to develop a vegetable drying plant in southern
Railroad Valley. This project was unsuccessful,
however, since the water temperatures were
marginal for exploitation.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

The locatable minerals industry has historically
been, and continues to be, a major industry in the
Resource Area. Minerals produced include:
copper, molybdenum, gold, siiver, lithium,
fluorspar, bentonite clay, diatomaceous earth,
mercury, and turquoise. In 1990 the total
employment in the Resource Area from mining
was 1,879 people (State Mine inspector figures).
This total does not include smaller operations
which employ only one or two people. The gross
mineral value produced in the Resource Area in
Fiscal Year 1990 exceeded 350 million dollars.

Locatable mineral potential is depicted on Maps 36
and 37 and the acreage is shown on Table 3 J.

The sources of this information include
professional geologic knowledge, past production
records, professional contacts, geologic reports,
and BLM exploration records. Mineral exploration
associated with the mining industry increased
steadily from 1981 - 1990. In spite of a minor
drop in plans and notices received in 1991,
Tonopah still ranks as one of the most active
Resource Areas for mineral exploration and
development in Nevada. This activity ranges from
the large exploration company doing a multiple
drill hole program to the smalil operator and
prospector completing yearly assessment work.
It is anticipated the trend toward heavy mineral
activity will continue. There are 65 mining
districts with a history of production in the
Resource Area. There are 15 large mines
currently producing in the Resource Area.

MINERAL MATERIALS

A variety of mineral materials are present in the
Resource Area including sand and gravel, cinders,
basait, and decorative rock. The greatest demand
is for sand and gravel which are used primarily by
Nevada Department of Transportation and county

road departments for the construction and
maintenance of roads. An increasing demand for
decorative stone also is occurring. The historic
demand for sand and gravel has averaged 17
contracts and 139,546 cubic yards over the last
10 years. Current demand for sand and gravel is
being easily met. Although future demand is
unknown, there is a high probability that the
demand can be met since over half of the
Resource Area has potential for production

(3,629,800 acres).

Current demand for cinders, basalt and decorative
landscaping rock is being met. However, these
materials are not so prevalent in the Resource
Area as are sand and gravel. A demand for large
(100,000 plus tons) sales would quickly deplete
current collection areas and quarries.

NON-ENERGY LEASABLE MINERALS

Non-energy leasable minerals in the Resource Area
include phosphate, sodium and potassium. Such
leases exist in Clayton Valley and in Railroad
Valley. Aithough leases for non-energy minerals
are active in Clayton Valley and Railroad Valley,
current sodium and potassium salt production is
limited to Clayton Valley. These deposits are
located in the playas. There are 864,400 acres
with potential sodium and potassium .

The level of exploration for non-energy leasable
minerals has been low. Only one prospecting
permit has been issued in the last five years.
However, with over 864,400 acres of the
Resource Area having potential for production of
sodium and potassium, future development is
likely.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

The incidence of wildfires within the Resource
Area is generally low. A majority of those fires
reported in the Resource Area over the last 10
years have been in Size Class A (0.25 acres or
less). During the last 20 years, there has not been
a fire larger than 1,200 acres.

Fire Management Policy and Procedures within the
Resource Area are guided by the Battle Mountain
District Fire Management Activity Plan (FMAP).
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There is little potential for fire to enhance or inhibit
the ability to achieve resource objectives. The
only potential to enhance the ability to achieve

TABLE 3 H

resource objectives would be
management (principally conversion from pinyon-
juniper woodlands), and watershed improvements

in habitat

OIL AND GAS POTENTIAL (Acres)

J

!I POTENTIAL ACREAGE
High 525,900
Moderate 1,278,400
Low 380,800
None 3,906,001

TABLE 31|

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES POTENTIAL

l POTENTIAL

ACREAGE |

High 11,200
Moderate 316,870
Low 300,841
Unknown 5,462,191
TABLE 3 J
LOCATABLE MINERAL POTENTIAL
POTENTIAL ACREAGE
High 726,100
Moderate 2,050,000
Low 3,315,001

from big
communities). However, these opportunities are

(principally conversion sage
limited due to low fuel quantity and the
noncontinuous nature of the fuels. -
The site potential, as described by the Soil
Conservation Service Range Site Guides, for much
of the area do not indicate sufficient fuel loading
and continuity to allow widespread use of fire.

The Battle Mountain District FMAP separated the
district into two fire zones (see Maps 38 and 39).
These zones include areas with similar fire
behavior based upon vegetative and topographical
features. The zones are briefly described below.

1. Fire Management Zone 1.

Fuél types are annual and perennial grasses,
with widely scattered shrubs. This zone is
generally situated in the valley floors up to
the mid slopes within the Resource Area.

Fire Management Zone 2.

This fuel type is generally big sage and
grasses at its lower extremities, changing to
pinyon-juniper at the higher elevations. This
zone is generally situated at mid-slope up
the mountain peaks.

Fires in both zones are generally small and
of low intensity. The size is usually limited
by the lack of continuity in the fuels. This
lack of fuels to carry a fire also severely
limits the use of prescribed fires. Y 5
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Because of the manner in which data is organized
and made available, the affected environment, for
purposes of social and economic analysis, must
necessarily be defined to include all of Nye and
Esmeralda Counties. Analysis of potential effects
must also be inferred from county-wide data.

Population and Area

Table 3 K displays 1980 and 1990 decennial
population benchmarks and population forecasts
for the year 1995 for the two counties and the
State. Both counties remain rural and sparsely
populated; yet, in relative terms, have experienced
extraordinary growth. Nye leads the state, with a
population increase of 96.5 percent, and
Esmeralda ranks third, with a 73.0 percent
population growth between 1980 and 1980. Nye
is the largest county in the state, with a total area
of 18,147.2 square miles. Population density for
Nye County is about 1.0 persons per square mile.
About half of the population of Nye resides in the
southern portion of the county, outside of the
Resource Area.

Population density in Esmeralda County,
encompassing a land area of 3,588.7 square
miles, is estimated at 0.4 persons per square mile.

income and Employment

Tables 3 L -and 3 M show earnings and
employment, by major industries, in 1989 for both
counties. The service industries are the single
most important employers and income producers
for Nye County, providing 58.3 percent of county
employment and 62.2 percent of industrial
income. Mining provides the bulk of the balance
of employment and income, with 1,909 jobs (14.7
percent) generating $76.8 million in income (18.9

- percent of total county income). The

predominance of service industries is explained
primarily by civilian employment for private firms
providing contractual services to the Nevada Test
Site. All other industrial activity in Nye County
accounts for the remaining 27 percent of
employment and 18.9 percent of income
generated by industry. Agriculture provides 195
jobs and $1.8 million in income.

For Esmeralda County, a comparatively much
smalier economy, the minerals industry
predominates, providing 33.6 percent of
employment and producing 43.3 percent of
industrial income. Agriculture is the second most
important generator of income for Esmeralda
County, at $2.6 million, or 19.1 percent.

Agriculture, is only 5th ranked in employment,
however, at 12.2 percent. Government is the
county’'s second most important employer,
providing 107 jobs, or 20.8 percent of county
employment. But government generated income
represents only 12.8 percent of the county total.
Mining, agriculture, and government, together
with construction, account for almost 92 percent
of earnings and about 82 percent of employment
in Esmeralda County.

Unemployment rates reported by county, for May,
1991, were 5.1 percent for Esmeralda, and 5.5
percent for Nye. The Nevada State average was
5.8 percent at that time. Rates reported for May,
1992 show unemployment increasing significantly
in Esmeralda County up to 11.7 percent, while
Nye declined to 5.2 percent, and the Nevada
State average remained approximately stable at
5.7 percent.

The significant increase in the unemployment rate
for Esmeralda County underscores the importance
of mining in the county economy. A general
cessation of gold mining and production in the
county has been precipitated by the continuing
downward trend in the international price of gold.

Annual per capita income figures for 1989 show
Esmeralda ($22,419) to be the second highest in
the state; reflective of mineral industry wage
levels. Nye County, with a per capita personal
income estimated at $15,967 is below the
average of $18,989 for the State’s 17 counties.

Social Setting, Attitudes, and Values

An analysis of social attitudes, expectations, and
lifestyles was conducted for the Final
Environmental Statement for the Proposed Public
Land Withdrawal, Nellis Air Force Bombing Range
Nye, Clark and Lincoin Counties, Nevada (U.S.
DOI, BLM/USAF, 1981). Additional Social-
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Economic Profiles have been prepared by BLM and communities and lifestyles. The more rural

from these sources it may be concluded that the residents are, however, less tolerant of outside
majority of residents are pleased with their influence in their lives.
TABLE 3K

AFFECTED AREA POPULATION AND PROJECTIONS

LOCATION 1980 PERCENT CHANGE 1995 PRELIMINARY i
1980-1980 FORECAST

Esmeraida County 777 1,344 73.0 1,370
Nye County 9,048 17,781 96.5 20,400
State of Nevada 800,508 1,201,833 50.1 1,581,540
(Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census; 1995 Preliminary Forecast, Department

of Administration, State of Nevada.)

TABLE3 L
ESMERALDA AND NYE COUNTIES, 1989; EARNINGS BY MAJOR INDUSTRIES

oo | oo | rweor | we | v |
w
Agricuiture 2,645 19.1 1,837 0.5
Mining 5,993 43.3 76,843 18.9
Construction 2,319 16.7 19,624 4.8
Manufacturing 0 (o] 1,739 0.4
Wholesale Trade M. 4] 1,120 0.3
Retail Trede 549 4.0 10,491 2.6
Services 314 23 252,395 62.2 .
Government 1,768 12.8 26,215 6.5
Other 258 1.8 15,522 3.8
Total 13.843 100.0 405,786 100.0
o e e — E—

(Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System, April
1991.) Earnings include wages and salaries, other labor income, and propristor income. Earnings represent the
principal component of total income which is further comprised of dividends, interest, rent, and transfer

payments, less personal contributions for social insurance.

M Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information. Figures are included in ‘‘other.’”’

- TABLE3 M
ESMERALDA AND NYE COUNTIES, 1989; EMPLOYMENT BY MAJOR INDUSTRIES

ﬁ
INDUSTRY ESMERALDA I PERCENT I NYE l PERCENT l
I
Agriculture 63 12.2 195
Mining 173 33.6 1,909
Construction 78 15.2 581
Manufacturing (o] (o] 130
Wholesale Trade " " 37
Retail Trade 71 13.8 805
Services 1 2.1 7.5
Government 107 20.8 1.111
Other 12 23 653
Total 515 100.0 12,992
(Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Economic Information System, April 1991.)
M Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information. Figures are included in ‘‘other.”’ g ——l
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Residents strongly value quality educational
opportunities for their children, family life,
friendship, personal honesty, and trust. Personal
independence, responsibility, and self-reliance are
particularly prized virtues. Economic
development,industrial growth, and community
expansion are favored, while personal status and
environmental concerns receive less emphasis.

Positive community attributes include such factors
as (1) a good place to raise a family, (2)
recreational opportunities, (3) and the quality of
the physical environment. The lack of adequate
hospital and medical care are the principal
concerns of the rural area inhabitants.

The Federal Government represents a significant
presence in these two counties, as illustrated by
land ownership data. Almost 99 percent of the
land area in Esmeralda County (approximately
2,257,689 acres) are under Federal ownership.
Federa! land ownership in Nye amounts to
11,560,960 acres, or almost 93 percent of the
land within that county.

The Nellis Air Force Base and Range and the
Nevada Test "Site represent the most visible
presence of the Federal Government. Local
resident interest and concern is also directed
toward Federal management of the lands for
mining, livestock grazing, wildlife and wild horse
management, wilderness, land tenure and utility
corridors.

Income and employment opportunities afforded by
the military presence are generally perceived as
favorable, even necessary. Concern about aircraft
noise, sonic booms, range contamination from
unexploded ordnance, radioactivity, seismicity,
and potential range fires has been expressed by
residents of the study area. A full discussion of
these concerns may be found in the Fina/
Environmental Statement for the Proposed Public
Land Withdrawal, Nellis Air Force Bombing Range,
Nye, Clark and Lincoln Counties, Nevada (U.S.
DOI, BLM/USAF, 1981).

Residents of both counties express strong interest
in  mining, livestock grazing, wild horse
management and wilderness issues. Wildlife and
land tenure, particularly lands available for
community expansion and utility corridors have

proven, in the past, to generate concern in both
urban and rural areas throughout the counties.

Affected Sectors

Livestock-oriented agriculture and mining are the
major basic industries that could be potentially
affected by management proposals. Future
livestock grazing and mining activities could be
affected by constraints and prescriptions to
protect wildlife; land disposal proposals; and the
designation of utility corridors.

Agriculture

Agricultural production in the RMP area
consists of cattle and hay. Cash receipts
from marketings in 1989 totaled $4.8
million in Esmeralda County, with $2.0
million from livestock and livestock
products, and $2.8 million from crops.
Total farm labor and proprietors income, for
Esmeralda County, is estimated at $2.6
million.

Nye County cash receipts totaled $5.0
million, in 1989, with $3.0 million from
livestock and $2.0 million from crops. Farm
labor and proprietor's income totaled
approximately $1.8 million.

Agriculture accounts for 19.1 percent of
total labor and proprietors income in
Esmeralda County, and provides 12.2
percent of total employment. The majority
of agricultural production occurs in Fish
Lake Valley.

While of lesser significance to the Nye
County economy, providing only 0.5
percent of total income and only 1.5
percent of total employment, agriculture in
Nye County retains its importance in public
perceptions as a principal, stabilizing, basic
industry.

Little indirect income is generated by
agricultural purchases within either of the
counties. Most farm implements and
equipment are purchased outside of the
counties, primarily in Bishop, California. (g g




Livestock have been using an average of
167,102 AUMs of public land forage in the
Resource Area, with 29 active permittees
on 34 grazing allotments. Net ranch income
is estimated at $5.25 per AUM.

Historically, the economic benefits derived
by area ranchers from the use of public
range have exceeded the fees they are
charged. The existence of this imbalance,
or “consumer surplus,’”” has meant that
ranchers are willing to pay extra for the
opportunity to use public lands, thereby
causing the grazing permit to acquire a
market value (Vale, 1979; Neilson and
Workman, 1971). The permits can be
bought or sold in the market place, or used
as collateral for loans (Corbett, 1978).
Although not officially recognized as real
property, BLM permits have nonetheless
become an integral element in the capital
and credit structure of area ranchers.
Currently, the market value of a Federal
AUM is estimated at $50 in the region. At
an average market value of $50 per AUM,
BLM grazing privileges contribute $8.4
million to the wealth of area ranchers.

Mining

Providing 33.6 percent of total employment
and producing 43.3 percent of total income
in the county, mining looms large in
significance in the economy of Esmeralda
County. In boom times, it is the largest
income producing industry, and dominates
economic activity. -While of lesser relative
significance in Nye County, mining activities
there, too, provide a major contribution to
economic well-being.

Mining represents the second largest
income producing industry in Nye County,
providing $76,843,000 in personal income,
or 18.9 percent of total county earnings in
1989. And, in 1989, the minerals industry
was also the second most important
employer in the county, with 1,909 jobs.

Assessed valuation for net proceeds of
mines for 1988-1989, amounted to $129.6
million in Nye County, and $12.1 million for
Esmeralda. Assessed value of mining
property totaled $55.9 million in Nye and
approximately $9 million in Esmeralda
County. Taken together, these

assessments yielded slightly more than $3
million in tax revenues for Nye County and
$437,000 for Esmeralda County.

Potential changes in the proportionality
between public and private lands could
affect both the tax base and BLM payments
to the counties in lieu of property taxes.
Assessed valuation for Esmeralda and Nye
Counties in the fiscal year 1988-89
amounted to $33,109,214 and
$320,737.641 with tax rates per $100 of
assessed valuation at 2.0871 and 1.6182
respectively. BLM payments in lieu of
property taxes for fiscal year 1989
amounted to $65,000 for Esmeralda County
and $472,000 for Nye County.

Corridors

The designation of corridors would enable
more efficient planning of future energy,
communication, and transportation facilities.
The lack of designated corridors sustains
high planning costs to utility companies and
results in longer processing time for right-of-
way applications. However, utility
construction and operating costs can be
minimized since there are no designated
corridors and no restriction of opportunities
to develop the shortest right-of-way
possible.

Recreation

Expenditures for recreation in the planning
area contribute to the regional economy
through the purchase of lodging, services,
equipment, fuel, and food. Public land
resources that are associated with
recreation and affected by this plan include
wildlife, wild horses and burros, wilderness,
lands, and riparian areas.

Current participation in hunting, fishing, and
other dispersed recreation, is estimated at
99,340 days (see Table 3 F). Expenditures
in the local economy, deriving from these
recreation activities, are estimated at a total
of $2,351,000, in 1990. This expenditure
level provides about $695,900 in income,
and generates about 60 jobs in the local

economy. < 0\




Some wildlife population adjustments may
be expected as a result of aiteration of
habitat condition, or changes in the amount
of vegetation available for fish and wildlife.
Adjustments in fish and wildlife populations,
either increasing or decreasing, would (in
the long-term) influence the number of
hunter and angler days, thereby affecting
changes in expenditures, income, and
employment.

Limitations and restrictions on OHV use are
not likely to have an effect on local
recreation expenditures. While it is most
likely that both formal and informal OHV
use would be effectively accommodated
within the alternative proposals, vehicle-
dependent recreation which may be
excluded or restricted in certain areas would
not simply cease to occur but instead,
would be displaced to adjacent public land
areas.

While public lands recreation activities do
contribute, in some measure, to the local
economy, any potential gains or losses
would not be of sufficient magnitude to
have any significant impact. Recreation
expenditures will not, therefore, be
considered further in the impact analysis.

Neither OHV designations, nor adjustments
in wildlife populations will produce a
measurable difference. A more significant
effect will result from continued growth in
population or tourism in the area. As such
growth may reasonably be expected, we
may also expect public land recreation and
recreation-associated expenditures to
continue to increase in the RMP area.

Forest Products

Forest products harvested from the public
lands in the RMP area, in 1990, included
706 cords of firewood, 785 Christmas
trees, two wild plants, 14 cacti, 66 Joshua
trees, and five pounds of pinyon pine nuts.
These products provided $8,014 to BLM in
permit sales. Based on fair market values,
the benefit to permit holders is estimated at
about $89,300.

While of great benefit to local consumers,
harvesting and sales of woodland products
from lands managed by the BLM are of little
significance in the local economy. Permit
sales and harvesting of forest products will
not be significantly affected by any
proposed management actions and will not
be further considered in the economic
analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the environmental
impacts in terms of change which could occur
over the next 20 years through implementation
of the Proposed RMP described in Chapter 2.

The following assumptions were used by the
interdisciplinary team in determining impacts:

1) funding and personnel would be sufficient to
implement any alternative described in Chapter
2.

2) impacts shown are expected to occur during
the 20-year life of the plan.

3) BLM would adhere to all Bureau wide
requirements and standard operating
procedures providing for protection of the
environment.

4) trends in resource use would be as follows:

a) transmission line corridors would be
needed to transmit energy through the
Resource Area.

b) the demand for organized or
competitive off highway vehicle events
would increase in the Resource Area.

c) mineral exploration and development
would continue at approximately the
same rate as in the past.

d) developments associated with land
use authorizations and ownership
adjustments would increase as the
population increases.

e) levels of forage use by livestock,
wildlife, and wild horses and burros
continue to be determined in
accordance with BLM's ongoing
monitoring and evaluation policy.

5) short term impacts would last five years or
less; long term impacts would last for more
than five years.

IMPACTS TO AIR RESOURCES
From recreation:

Air quality would be degraded by
fugitive dust released during off-
highway vehicle events. Impacts
would be of short duration.

From mineral exploration and development:

Air quality may be degraded during
construction and mining activities as a
result of vehicular emissions and
fugitive dust. State standards for
particulates may be exceeded for short
time periods on some project sites but
should not be exceeded Resource Area-
wide. Mitigating measures are applied
~for dust and emission abatement.
Reclamation is designed to restore the
long term productivity of the resources.

IMPACTS TO WATERSHED
From riparian management:

Managing for proper functioning
condition on 32.8 miles, shown in
Table 3 C, of streams, streamside
riparian areas, springs, seeps, wet
meadows and other riparian areas in
the Resource Area would reduce
sedimentation.

From livestock grazing management:
The implementation of grazing

management would increase ground
cover and reduce erosion rates.
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Rangeland improvements, such as
fences and water developments,
destroy small amounts of vegetative
cover during construction. This activity
would increase soil erosion on
approximately 1,025 acres in the short
term and 167 acres would remain
denuded in the long term.

Vegetative manipulation projects on
42,460 acres would increase 8oil
erosion during and shortly after
treatment. Two years after reseeding,
erosion rates would be less than
current levels.

From forestry and vegetative products:

Firewood harvesting would destroy
vegetation and disturb the 8oil resuiting
in a short term increase in erosion. As
the understory vegetation is released
from competition with overstory trees,
ground cover would increase and soil
erosion would be reduced in the long
term.

From mineral exploration and development:

Waters found in oil and/or gas
producing formations are part of a
closed system and will not impact the
general ground water of the region.
The oil and gas.industry must comply
with standards to ensure reinjection of
produced waters does not degrade
ground water aquifers.

There would be a short term loss of soil
cover, and a subsequent increase in
erosion potential. Soil compaction
would occur wherever vehicular use is
concentrated. Most long term impacts
would be reduced or eliminated by
minimizing disturbed areas, using best
available construction techniques, by
mitigating disturbance through 8oil
stabilization and revegetation.

Long term impacts would occur on
3,900 acres of open pit mining which
would not be revegetated.

IMPACTS TO VEGETATION

From vagetation management:

Managing for desired plant communities
would provide for a balanced
production of forage for wildlife,
livestock and wild horses and burros
and for watershed protection. In the
short term these improvements would
generally occur on the more productive
sites, first, with the less productive
sites showing slower progress. Long
term impacts would be increased
biological diversity, biomass, cover,
ecological status and production, snd a
decrease in erosion. :

From forestry and vegetative products:

Firewood harvesting of both green and
dead wood would have a negative
impact on vegetation in the short term.
These impacts are the destruction of
live trees, the crushing and trampling of
understory vegetation and a possible
increase in erosion potential. However,
harvesting pinyon-juniper trees would
release the understory vegetation from
competition with trees.  Biological
diversity, production and ground cover.
would increase. This causes an
increase in available forage and a
decrease in soil erosion. Harvesting
trees would cause minimal impact on
pine nut production. There are
314,000 acres of pinyon-juniper
woodland in the Resource Area, about
11,850 acres (four percent of the total
pinyon-juniper woodlands) could be cut
during the life of this RMP. Firewood
cutting areas are not clearcut because
one-third of the trees on these areas
are too small for firewood. The tree
canopy cover would not be reduced
below 10 percent in wood cutting
areas.

Of the 231,000 acres which support
Joshua trees, 131,000 acres would be
open to non-commercial harvest.
Harvest would not exceed the
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sustained yield. There would be little
impact on the Joshua tree population,
or on adjacent vegetation.

There is a small demand for desert
shrubs. Collection of live desert shrubs
should have little effect on vegetation.
The entire Resource Area would be
available for harvest of common desert
plants. Since authorizations are
discretionary and subject to
environmental reviews no noticeable
impacts to vegetation are anticipated.

From rangeland improvements:

The largest impact to vegetation from
any range improvement project would
be from vegetative manipulation of
42,460 acres. Short term impacts
would be a loss of existing vegetative
cover and biomass. Once established
the seeding itself would mitigate these
impacts. The long term effect of
seedings would be to diversify
vegetation and increase forage
production.

The short term impacts of developing
wells, pipelines, fences, re~.....s, and
springs would be to disturb 1,052
acres of vegetation cover. Because the
" disturbance would be scattered over a
large area, the short term impact would
be insignificant. The long term effect
of these projects would be to improve
distribution and control of livestock
which would cause an increase of
vegetative biodiversity, production, and
ecological status.

From livestock grazing management:

Vegetation conditions would improve
as more intensive management is
implemented. Short term impacts
would be small increases in plant vigor,
litter, production, and seedling
establishment. Long term impacts
include larger increases in plant vigor,
litter, production and seediing
establishment, pius an increase in

biodiversity, ecological status, plant
density, palatable shrubs, and cool
season grasses. Impacts of grazing to
major vegetation types follow.

Salt _Desert Shrub The more

productive saltbush ecological
sites would respond well to
intensive grazing management
during wet and normal
precipitation years. The less
productive sites would change

very slowly. Small
improvements would occur
during wet years. More

palatable grasses and shrubs
would increase.

Sagebrush Grazing would have
little impact on black sagebrush
sites. During wet and normal
precipitation years Wyoming
big sagebrush sites would
respond to intensive Qrazing
management. The presence of
more palatable bunch grasses
would increase as sagebrush
decreases.

Pinvon-Juniper W lan
These areas would not be
significantly impacted by
grazing.

Greasewood These areas would

change very slowly. Small
improvements would occur
during wet years. More
palatable grasses and shrubs
would increase.

Hot Desert The few productive
sites would respond to

intensive grazing management.

These areas would respond
well to intensive grazing
management with an increase
in palatable grasses.
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Mountain Mahogany Due to the
inaccessibility of this type,
mountain mahogany would not
be impacted by grazing use.

Riparian Riparian areas would
respond well to improved
grazing management with
increases in vegetation
diversity, density and
production.

From wild horses and burros

Grazing by wild horses and burros
impacts the major vegetation types in
the same way as described for
livestock grazing.

From lands and rights of way

Overall, agricultural entries would have
a small impact on vegetation. In the
past only seven percent of all
agricultural entries have succeeded.
Based on this premise, only seven
percent (2,310 acres) out of a total
33,000 acres available for agricuitural
entry would be developed.

From mineral exploration and development:

Mineral exploration and development
activities would disturb 36,658 acres
of vegetation as follows: locatable
minerals, 24,650 acres; oil and gas,
944 acres; geothermal, 364 acres; non-
energy leasing, 7,700 acres; and
mineral material sales, 3,000 acres.

Short term impacts from surface
disturbing activities are: 1) increased
soil erosion by wind and water; 2) a
small loss of forage and habitat for
wildlife, livestock and wild horse and
burros; and 3) a visual impact.
Reclamation and revegetation should
minimize these effects. Long term
impacts tend to be mainly visual since
disturbed soil supports different
vegetation from undisturbed soil.

From fire:

Overall, fire would have a small impact
on vegetation. Prescribed and natural
fires on pinyon-juniper or big sagebrush
vegetation releases beneficial forage
plants from the understory. Biological
diversity would increase after the initial
loss of vegetation. Recovery from fire
on salt desert shrub vegetation is slow
due to low precipitation and poor soils.
Without seeding and protection from
grazing, these sites would be
dominated in the long term by
introduced annuals, such as cheatgrass
or halogeton.

IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE HABITAT

From riparian habitat management:

Wwildiife would benefit from improved
riparian areas and a greater diversity of
wildlife species would find suitable
habitat along 32.8 miles of stream.

Trout and other aquatic wildlife would
benefit from riparian improvement
along 9.4 miles of stream. Improved
management would increase shading of
streams, lowering temperatures,
decreasing sediment loads, and
improving overall water quality.

From wildlife habitat management:

The development and successful
implementation of habitat management
plans (HMP) would improve wildlife
habitat and allow for increases in
wildlife populations in accordance with
land-use plan objectives.

Bighorn sheep would benefit from their
reintroduction or augmentation into the
Hot Creek, Goldfield, Amargosa,
Magruder/Palmetto, Monte Cristo,
Montezuma, Silver Peak, Sawtooth,
and Gold Mountain habitat areas.

Mule deer, bighorn sheep, and sage
grouse would benefit from the
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protection provided by right-of-way
avoidance areas or seasonal restrictions
placed on land use authorizations
during critical time periods on important
winter ranges, strutting grounds or
lambing areas.

Limiting animal damage control to the
offending animals only wouid benefit
the predator population in the short
term since non-offending predators
would not be killed. An increase in
predation on game and non-game
animals could result from the higher
population of predators.

From forestry and vegetative products:

Mule deer would benefit from firewood
sales on 11,850 acres of pinyon-juniper
woodland. Removal of trees would
create openings in the overstory
canopy which would provide additional
sunlight, moisture, and nutrients for
.important browse and forage species.
Residual pinyon-juniper trees would
provide adequate thermal and escape
cover. The new cutting areas proposed
at Kawich, Squaw Hills, and Piper Peak
would benefit deer by distributing the
cutting more evenly over the mule deer
habitat.

From livestock grazing management:

Wildiife habitat is expected to remain in
its present condition in the short term.
As the findings of the monitoring and
evaluation program are implemented
and adjustments in livestock and wild
horse/burro management are made,
wildlife habitat is expected to improve.

Antelope, mule deer, and bighorn sheep
habitat would improve through the
increased availability of important
forage plants. No impacts to Rocky
Mountain elk would occur.

Wet meadows and stream bottom
riparian areas are preferred by sage

grouse for brooding areas and are also
preferred by livestock who remove
brood cover. Sage grouse habitat
would improve with better grazing
management in wet meadows and
stream bottom riparian areas. Adverse
impacts may occur, in the long term, if
exclusion were required to improve
riparian areas and rank stands of
grasses and grass-like plants displace
forbs and succulent new growth. Sage
grouse habitat could benefit from
grazing management designed to
increase forbs in meadow areas.

Since competition for available water is
a limiting factor in much of the
Resource Area, wildlife would benefit
from the five reservoirs, 23 spring
developments, 28 wells, and 41 miles
of pipeline proposed for development
for livestock. Perennial water sources
would provide substantial benefit to
wildlife. However, seasonal water
sources would provide only limited
benefits.

Waterfowl and riparian habitats may
benefit from periodic grazing proposed
in the Railroad Valley Wildlife
Management Area which are designed
to periodically remove rank old growth
and to stimulate new growth of riparian
vegetation.

From wild horses and burros:

Wwildlife habitat is expected to remain in
its present condition in the short term.
As the findings of the monitoring and
evaluation program are implemented
and adjustments in livestock and wild
horse and burro management are made,
wildlife habitat is expected to improve.

From lands and rights-of-way:

Land disposal could have long term
negative impacts on wildlife since
240,000 acres, mostly in antelope
habitat, - have been identified for
discretionary disposal in historical
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bighorn sheep habitat, deer winter
habitat, sage grouse habitat and
antelope habitat. All land disposal is
discretionary and is preceded by an
environmental analysis. This process
identifies important resource values
such as important wildlife habitat,
which should be retained in federal
ownership.

Adverse impacts to deer, bighorn
sheep, and sage grouse would be
minimized since 72,400 acres of
important habitats would be protected
through seasonal restrictions on land
use authorizations.

Adverse impacts to bighorn sheep
habitat would be avoided by a
requirement that no land uses would be
authorized uniess they are compatible
with bighorn sheep, and by a
requirement that no new roads to
communication sites be authorized.

Fisheries habitat would benefit should
the pond at Moores Station be
acquired.

From recreation:

A short term adverse impact to wildlife
could occur due to off-highway vehicle
events in critical habitats or during
such critical periods as birthing or
"rearing of young. High speed
competitive events increase the
potential for harassment of wildlife
when events pass by critical waters.
Spectators also may cause damage to
habitat and add to the harassment of
wildlife. Beneficial effects on wildlife
would result on 72,400 acres where
competitive off-highway vehicle events
would have seasonal restrictions to
protect mule deer, bighorn sheep, or
sage grouse on seasonal ranges.

Much of the bighorn sheep habitat
would benefit from the restriction of
off-highway vehicles to existing roads
and trails in primitive, semi-primitive

non-motorized and semi-primitive
motorized areas. These areas would
also be closed to off-highway vehicle
events. In addition, 1,440 acres of
lambing grounds and 160 acres around
Specie Spring would be closed to
competitive events.

Trout habitat would benefit from the
closure of 9.4 miles of trout stream to
the adverse impacts of off-highway
vehicle use by limiting wvehicles to
existing roads and trails. '

From utility corridors:

Identified corridors would traverse 388
miles of antelope habitat, 10 miles of
mule deer habitat, and border 16 miles
of bighorn sheep habitat. None of the
corridors would affect wildlife habitat
of high value and therefore impacts
should be minimal. The greatest
impact would be associated with the
construction of major pipelines or
transmission lines which would be
short term. The long term impacts
would result from new or improved
roads providing increased access and
human intrusion into formerly
undisturbed habitat.

From mineral exploration and development:

Adverse impacts to wildlife could result
from mineral exploration and
development activities. Impacts
include loss and degradation of habitat,
harassment, and a proliferation of roads
which fragment the habitat. These
impacts are reduced by seasonal
restrictions on mineral leasing on
72,400 acres of mule deer, bighorn
sheep or sage grouse habitat. The
adverse impacts to wildlife habitat
caused by opening 23,160 acres of
important wildiife habitat to mineral
leasing will be minimized by the
seasonal restrictions applied during
critical periods.

Bighorn sheep lambing grounds would q




be protected by withdrawal from
mineral entry on 1,440 acres of land at
Stonewall Falls and Little Meadows
where there is a high potential for
locatable minerals.

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES
From livestock grazing management:

The population of Railroad Valley
gpringfish would be maintained or
enhanced by the continued protection
of North Spring, Reynolds Spring, and
the refugium at Chimney Spring
through the exclusion of livestock.

Desert tortoise populations would be
maintained. Implementation of the
grazing restrictions consistent with the
Biological Opinion for the Proposed
Livastock Program within Desert
Tortoise Habitat in Southern Nevada
would ensure tortoise recruitment is
sufficient to maintain a stable
population on 70,600 acres of Non-
Intensive Category lil desert tortoise
habitat.

From lands and rights-of-way:

Approximately 30,000 acres of Non-
intensive Category lli desert tortoise
habitat are .identified for possible
disposal. Disposal of these lands
would have an adverse impact.
However, since all land disposal actions
are discretionary and are preceded by a
land report/environmental analysis, this
process would identify any sensitive,
threatened or endangered species
habitat and provide for mitigation
and/or avoidance of possible adverse
impacts. All Federal actions which
might impact a threatened or
endangered species would be evaluated
by the USFWS under provision of
Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act.

From ACECs:

Amargosa toad and Oasis Valley
speckled dace habitat would benefit
from the actions proposed in the
designation of the Amargosa-Oasis
ACEC. Livestock and wild burros
would be restricted from 490 acres
which would protect riparian vegetation
from grazing and improve water
quality. Occasional grazing would
control the encroachment of riparian
vegetation into open water needed by
the tadpoles and dace. Habitat
conditions would also be beneficially
affected by limiting of off-highway
vehicle use to existing roads and trails.
Should adjacent private lands
supporting toad and dace habitat be
acquired, improved management of
additional habitat would result. All
mining operations proposed within the
ACEC would require a plan of
operations which would protect the
ACEC’s values through the
development of appropriate mitigation
measures. Withdrawal of the area from
mineral entry would prevent expansion
of mineral rights in the habitat area.
Land-use authorizations would be
limited to those which are compatible
with the management of the area.

The Railroad Valley springfish would
benefit in the short term and the long
term from the actions proposed in the
designation of the Railroad Valley
ACEC. Land-use authorizations which
could adversely impact the springfish
would not be allowed on 80 acres of
surrounding habitat. The springs
containing the springfish would
continue to be protected from
livestock. Adjacent private lands
contain springfish habitat and are
identified for possible acquisition which
would add to the habitat managed for
their benefit. The adverse impacts of
mineral exploration and development
would be avoided by a withdrawal from
mineral entry and a no surface
occupancy stipulation on oil and gas
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and geothermal resources. Potential
adverse impacts from off-highway
vehicle use would be avoided by
limiting vehicles to existing roads and
trails.

From recreation management:

in the long term off-highway vehicle
use could result in direct mortality of
desert tortoise and cause a proliferation
of trails destroying and fragmenting
habitat. Desert tortoise would benefit
from the limiting of vehicle use to
existing roads and trails and the
protection of washes in tortoise
habitat. Desert tortoise surveys
conducted prior to off-highway vehicle
events would ensure that tortoise
would allow for changes in the course
to avoid occupied habitat.

Amargosa toad and Oasis Valley
speckied dace habitat would benefit
from the limitation of vehicle use to
existing roads and trails on 490 acres.

All Federal actions which might impact
a threatened or endangered species
would continue to be submitted to the
USFWS for Section 7 consultation, as
required by law.

From mineral exploration and development:

Requirements listed under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act would
prevent any serious impacts to the
listed or candidate T&E species in the
Resource Area.

Potential impacts to the Railroad Valley
springfish from fluid mineral
development would be mitigated by a
no surface occupancy restriction on
mineral leasing on 80 acres in an area
of high potential for oil and gas, and
moderate potential for geothermal
resources. Adverse impacts from
locatable mineral exploration and
development are not anticipated since
the mineral potential is low.

Approximately 24,000 acres of Non-
Intensive Category Il desert tortoise
habitat are located within an area of
high potential for locatable minerals.
The remaining 46,600 acres are in an
area of moderate potential. Although
the desert tortoise population in the
Resource Area is sparse, there is the
potential for a small number of tortoise
to be killed by mining activity and for
habitat to be lost. Exploration activities
would result in short term negative
impacts to the tortoise. The term of
development activities would be
dependent on the life of the mine.

From mineral materials:

The sale of sand from Crescent Sand
Dunes and Clayton Valley Sand Dunes
may adversely affect special status
species. However, all proposed sales
are discretionary and would be
evaluated to determine potential
impacts.

IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN HABITAT

From riparian habitat management:

Of the 2,235 acres excluded from
livestock in the Railroad Valley Wildlife
Management Area, 40 acres are
expected to improve from fair to good,
and the remaining 2,195 acres would
be maintained in good condition.

Riparian conditions would improve in
the long term. Three and one-half
miles of stream in satisfactory
condition (Troy Creek, Deep Creek,
Moores Creek, and Perry Aiken Creek)
would remain so. Another 6.5 miles
with an improving trend (Pine Creek,
Eden Creek, and Jefferson Creek)
would continue to improve. On six
miles of stream (Hunts Canyon Creek,
Barley Creek, Corcoran Creek, Little
Meadow Creek, and Clear Creek) where
the streambank stability and
streambank cover ratings are both less
than 50 percent, progress would be
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made through improved livestock
management or by fencing and
exclusion of livestock and wild horses.
For the 16.8 miles of stream in
unsatisfactory condition where the
trend has not been determined,
conditions would aiso improve.

From livestock grazing management:

As the findings of the monitoring and
evaluation program are implemented
and adjustments in livestock and wild
horses and burros are made, riparian
habitat is expected to improve in the
long term. The impact of grazing on
riparian habitat depends on the
accessibility of the area, the number of
grazing animals in the area and the
period and duration of use. The lack of
water and sparse vegetation on much
of the Resource Area causes livestock
and to a lesser extent wild horses and
burros to concentrate on the riparian
habitat for water, forage and shade.
Under current management, season-
long grazing takes place in most
allotments in the Resource Area. The
impact on riparian vegetation is
continuous over use which reduces
stream flow, water quality, increases
erosion and invasion of undesirable
vegetation. Riparian areas would
respond well to improved grazing
management with increases in
vegetation diversity, density, and
production in the long term.

Range improvements would provide
additional water, forage, and control
facilities to reduce grazing impacts on
riparian areas somewhat. There are 23
springs proposed for development
which would have the spring sources
protected from the adverse impacts of
utilization by livestock and wild horses
and burros. This would provide for
some improvement of aquatic habitat
conditions through reduced erosion,
improved water quality, increased
ground water recharge, more stabilized
streambanks, more productive habitat,

more diverse stream channels and
increase species diversity. However, in
the short term, most existing spring
developments would not exclude
livestock and wild horses and burros.
Therefore, significant grazing impacts
on spring sources and associated
riparian zones would continue. In the
long term, as existing spring
developments are fenced in accordance
with SOPs, riparian habitat conditions
would improve.

From lands and rights-of-way:

Riparian habitat could be adversely
impacted by disposal of six miles of
streamside riparian areas. However, all
land disposal is discretionary and is
preceded by an environmental analysis.
This process identifies important
resource values which would be
retained in federal ownership, such as
springs and seeps, unless disposal
would be in the public interest.

From recreation:

Limiting off-highway vehicles to
existing roads and trails in the Railroad
Valley ACEC would protect 4,154

"acres of riparian areas. In the

Amargosa-Oasis ACEC, two miles of
streamside riparian and nine springs
would also be protected. The limiting
of off-highway vehicles to existing
roads and trails along a 300 foot wide
strip on both sides of 9.4 miles of
stream would assist in protecting
riparian habitat from potential adverse
impacts.

From mineral exploration and development:

Of the 32.8 miles of streamside riparian
identified on Table 3 C, 29 percent are
in areas of high potential, 31 percent in
areas of moderate potential, and 40
percent are in areas of low potential for
locatable minerals. Mineral exploration
and development along these streams
would adversely impact riparian zones.
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The Amargosa-Oasis ACEC would be
withdrawn from mineral entry

protecting two miles of streamside-

riparian and nine springs in areas of
moderate and high potential for
locatable minerals. Riparian areas,
including springs and seeps, would be
given protection by the standard terms
and conditions applied to leasable
minerals.

Riparian habitats would benefit from no
surface occupancy stipulations and
withdrawal from mineral entry in the
Railroad Valley ACEC. The potential for

oil and gas is high and the potential for-

geothermal resources is moderate in
the Railroad Valley ACEC. An
estimated 3,480 acres of riparian area
would be protected by a no surface
occupancy stipulation. The withdrawal
for the Railroad Valley ACEC would
protect an estimated 4,154 acres of
habitat where mineral potential is low.

IMPACTS TO FORESTRY AND VEGETATIVE
PRODUCTS

From forestry and vegetative products:

No adverse impacts would occur to the
woodland resource as a result of
firewood harvest. The current level of
harvest is within the sustained yield on
the operable woodland acres. The
demand for firewood has averaged 675
cords for the past three years. It is
anticipated that future demand would
increase until the sustained vyield of
1,000 cords a year is reached. A total
of 20,000 cords would be sold during
the life of the plan. The greenwood
cutting areas would naturally reforest in
a short period of time since the smaller
trees are not cut. In the short term,
harvest in the Lida area would be
temporarily heavy while other areas
would be light. In the long term, the
harvest of fuel wood could be more
evenly distributed throughout the
Resource Area.

The opening of an additional 11,850
acres for greenwood cutting would
provide adequate volume to last 30
years, which is beyond the life of the
plan, while leaving one-third of the
crown cover standing on the harvest
sites.

From recreation:

Adverse impacts to firewood harvest
levels would result from limiting off-
highway vehicle use to existing roads
and trails in primitive, semi-primitive,
non-motorized and semi-primitive
motorized areas.

When and if Congress releases
wilderness study areas for multiple use
purposes, approximately 14,300 acres
of otherwise operable pinyon-juniper
woodlands would not be available due
to vehicles being limited to existing
roads and trails on primitive, semi-
primitive, non-motorized and semi-
primitive motorized areas.

From mineral exploration and development:

Mineral exploration and development
would have a positive impact on
woodland management. The
development of roads and trails in
stands of pinyon-juniper resulting from
mineral exploration would improve the
access to woodland products and help
to more evenly distribute the harvest of
firewood and other vegetative
products.

Loss of trees through exploration and
development would be minor since
reasonably foreseeable development
scenarios for all mineral programs
anticipate that less than one percent of
the Resource Area would have surface
disturbance due to mineral location and
development.
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IMPACTS TO LIVESTOCK GRAZING
MANAGEMENT

From vegetation management:

Managing for desired plant community
would have a short term negative
impact on livestock grazing use where
it is determined that a reduction in
livestock use was necessary to attain
objectives. In the long term, the
impact to livestock grazing would be
positive where additional forage
becomes available and some or all of
the initial reductions are restored.

From wildlife habitat management:

The restriction of livestock grazing from
9,127 acres of critical deer winter
range closed to grazing on Toiyabe
Bench would continue to have a minor
negative impact on livestock grazing
within these areas.

The adjustment of livestock grazing use
based on monitoring of wildlife habitat
management objectives would have a
negative impact on livestock numbers
in the short term. However, as
resource conditions improve the
carrying capacity for all herbivores,
including livestock would increase.

From special status species management:

There are 70,600 acres of Non-
Intensive Category lli desert tortoise
habitat within portions of two
allotments. Should use exceed the
levels specified in the Biological Opinion
for the Proposed Livestock Program
Within Desert Tortoise Habitat in
Southern Nevada, the lessees would
have to remove all livestock from this
habitat. However, the impact on these
operations would be minimal as there is
grazing land available in both
allotments outside of tortoise habitat to
which livestock could be moved.
Therefore impacts to grazing
management would be minimal.

Critical habitat for the Railroad Valley
springfish has been excluded from
livestock grazing where it occurs on
public lands. A total of 124 acres of
springfish habitat would continue to be
excluded from livestock.

The 490-acre Amargosa-Oasis ACEC
would be excluded from livestock to
protect habitat for the Amargosa toad
and Oasis Valley speckled dace. This
action would negatively impact
livestock grazing management in the
long term since these acres contain the
more desirable forage for the livestock
and supply their primary water sources.

From riparian management:

There are 2,235 acres of riparian areas
within the Railroad Valley Wildlife
Management Area excluded from
grazing. No adverse impacts to grazing
management are associated with this
action. In the long term, there might
be some positive impacts as livestock
are used to remove encroaching
riparian vegetation.

A total of 229 acres of riparian
corridors along six miles of stream
would be fenced and excluded from
livestock grazing. The net loss of 24
AUMs would result in four aliotments.
This loss would be less than one
percent of the total use and is therefore
only a slight impact.

From wild horse and burro management:

Domestic livestock and wild horses and
burros compete for forage, water, and
space wherever their areas of use
overlap. Managing for wild horse and
burro population levels, as determined
from the findings of the monitoring and
evaluation program, could require a
reduction in livestock numbers to
provide habitat for wild horses and
burros and for other resource values.
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From cultural resource management:

The impacts of cultural resource
management on livestock grazing
management would be minimal since
proposed livestock management
facilities are normally either relocated
or rerouted to protect these sites.

The prohibition on new range
improvements and the requirement not
to increase grazing levels in the vicinity
of Storm, Abel and Coyote Hole
Springs would not impact grazing use,
since no new range improvements are
planned in this area.

From lands and rights-of-way:

A total of 299,140 acres could be
transferred out of federal ownership.
This is approximately 5 percent of the
total available grazing land in the
Resource Area. Only the Francisco and
Smoky Aliotments would be impacted
significantly through the loss of grazing
lands. The Francisco Allotment would
be virtually eliminated if all identified
lands were transferred, while
approximately one half of the Smoky
Allotment would become private. This
would have significant negative
impacts on five permittees and their
current grazing privileges. All land
disposal is discretionary and is
preceded by an environmental analysis
to identify resource values which
should remain in federal ownership.

From mineral exploration and development:

Because areas disturbed by mineral
exploration and development would be
reclaimed, long term or significant
impacts to forage production are not
anticipated. Short term negative
impacts would result from the
temporary loss of 1,308 acres of
available grazing lands through oil, gas,
and geothermal exploration and
development. This would not be
considered significant when viewed in

relation to the total acreage available.
In addition, short term negative impacts
would resuit from the temporary loss of
24,650 acres of available grazing lands
due to the exploration and development
of locatable minerals within the
Resource Area. Short term negative
impacts would also result from the
temporary loss of available grazing
lands to the sale of mineral materials.
Based upon the projected development
of mineral materials, 3,000 acres of
available grazing lands would be
temporarily lost to livestock operators
throughout the Resource Area. This
acreage represents one-half of one
percent of the total acreage open to
grazing within the Resource Area.

From fire:

Both positive and negative impacts to
grazing management could resuit from
fire. Negative impacts resuit from a
short term loss of forage disruption of
existing management systems and
possible closure to grazing for
revegetation of the burn site. A long
term negative impact could occur if the
burned area is invaded by unpalatable
plants such as rabbitbrush or
halogeton, thus effectively reducing
forage production. Positive impacts
can result from fire by reducing the
density of tree and brush species and
releasing more desirable forage. Since
naturally occurring fire is infrequent
{only 1,947 acres burned between
1980 and 1990) impacts would be
insignificant. The use of prescribed fire
for vegetative manipulation on
approximately 36,400 acres would
result in long term positive impacts to
forage availability and increased
management options.

IMPACTS TO WILD HORSES AND BURROS

From wildlife habitat management:

Wildlife proposals to support Habitat
Management Plans, such as big game
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guzzlers and reintroduction of bighorn
sheep, couid result in wildlife
populations expanding into areas
currently utilized by wild horses and
burros. Expanding usable wildiife
habitat and allowing mule deer,
antelope, and bighorn sheep to increase
and reach levels consistent with the
carrying capacity could result in
competition between wild horses and
burros and wildiife. If inter-specific
competition becomes evident through
the monitoring and evaluation program,
a long term impact might occur if wild
horses and burros were reduced.

From special status species management:

There are 70,600 acres of Non-
Intensive Category lll desert tortoise
habitat in the Bullfrog HMA (more than
45 percent of the HMA). Should use
by burros exceed the levels specified in
the Biological Opinion for the Proposed
Livestock Program Within Desert
Tortoise Habitat in Southern Nevada,
the burro population would be reduced.
These long term impacts could be
significant.

There are 490 acres in the Amargosa-
Oasis ACEC which would be excluded
to protect Amargosa toad and Oasis
Valley speckled dace habitat. This
action would negatively impact the wild
burros in the long term since these
acres contain the more desirable forage
and supply the primary water sources.

From forestry and vegetative products:

The greenwood cutting areas at Silver
Peak, Piper Peak, Montezuma,
Bellehelen, and Kawich {a total of
6,200 acres within the HMAs) would
have minimal adverse impact on wild
horses and burros. There could be
some stress imposed by human
intrusion during cutting. The long term
effect would be a more open area,
better visibility, and the potential for
more grasses and forbs.

From livestock grazing management:

Wild horses and burros would be
beneficially impacted through improved
grazing management and resulting
improved range conditions.

Range improvement projects could
beneficially impact wild horses and
burros by establishing more dependable
supplies of water and better distribution
of animals in the HMAs.

Highway right-of-way fencing such as
along U.S. Highway 6 through Stone
Cabin HMA would have an adverse
impact on wild horses. Such fences
would divide the HMA into two
separate use areas and result in a long
term restriction on travel patterns. No
long term adverse impact would occur
to the horse population.

Domestic livestock and wild horses and
burros compete for forage, water, and
space wherever their areas of use
overlap. Managing for livestock in
HMAs, as determined from the findings
of the monitoring and evaluation
program, could require a reduction in
wild horse/burro numbers to provide
forage for livestock.

From wild horse and burro management:

Removal of wild horses and burros on
a three year cycle would have a short
term adverse impact on wild horses
and burros by reducing population sizes
1o a point from which it will take three
years to again reach initial herd sizes or
appropriate management levels. This
action would have a positive impact on
the wild horses and burros left on the
range since fewer animals would mean
less competition for forage, water,
shelter, and space.

The application for water rights and/or
assertion of public water reserves on
certain waters within the HMAs could
positively impact the wild horses and
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burros by guaranteeing Federal water
rights in the long term. This in turn
would allow improvements to be made
on existing important water sources
which would result in improved water
flow and reliability.

From lands and rights-of-way:

A total of 66,000 acres of land within
HMAs would be available for
discretionary disposal; 23,000 acres in
Bulifrog HMA, 10,000 acres in Fish
Lake Valley HMA, 11,000 acres in
Goldfietld HMA, 11,000 acres in
Montezuma HMA, 1,000 acres in
Palmetto HMA, and 10,000 acres in
Stone Cabin HMA.

Lands disposed of within the
boundaries of a herd area could not be
replaced by lands outside the
boundaries. The loss of territory has
the potential of causing long term
adverse impacts to wild horses and
burros by reducing their forage, water,
sheiter, and space. The lack of any of
these requirements could potentially
force wild horses and burros to move
outside the boundaries of the herd area
which could result in the removal of the
animals from the range. In addition,
long term conflicts with private
landowners within the HMAs could
resuit. However, all land disposal is
discretionary and preceded by an
environmental analysis to identify
resource values which should be
retained in federal ownership.

From recreation:

Short term negative impacts could
result from running of competitive off-
highway vehicle events through HMAs.
Events run from May through June
could have impacts on foals if the mare
and foal are separated. Events run
near important water sources could
result in animals avoiding water for the
duration of the race. The closure of
160 acres (one-quarter mile radius) to

off-highway vehicle events around Mud
Spring and Specie Spring would reduce
the potential for disturbance to wild
burros during events. No long term
affects are anticipated from
competitive off-highway events.

The designation of primitive, semi-
primitive non-motorized and semi-
primitive non-motorized status on
450,000 acres within the HMAs would
benefit wild horses and burros since
OHV use would be limited to existing
roads and trails, thus reducing the
amount of interference with horse and
burro movement.

From mineral exploration and development:

The potential for locatable minerals is
high on 17 percent of the acreage
inside HMAs ‘and moderate on 38
percent. The exploration and
development of mineral resources could
impact wild horses and burros. In the
short term this activity could drive
animals away from the waters and
forage. |If these activities last for an
extended period of time the normal
grazing and watering practices could be
permanently modified. Wild horses and
burros would either adapt to the
disturbance or move to other locations.
Most disturbed areas would be
reclaimed which in the iong term would
make these reclaimed lands again
available to wild horses and burros.

IMPACTS TO CULTURAL
RESOURCES/PALEONTOLOGICAIRESOURCES

The potential impacts to the
paleontologic resources of the Resource
Area are difficult to determine as an
adequate inventory does not exist. In
the meantime, paleontological
resources will continue to be managed
and protected through environmental
review of proposed surface disturbing
activities.
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From forestry and vegetative products:

Opening pinion-juniper to firewood
harvest on 11,850 acres has the
potential for significantly impacting 286
cultural sites, and lesser impacts to
traditional values of local Native
American populations who rely on the
pinyon harvest for a portion of their
sustenance. Long term impacts from
firewood harvest include: damage to
cultural features, horizontal and vertical
displacement of artifacts resulting from
trees, equipment, and vehicles being
dragged or driven over sites, and
increases in illegal excavation and
collection activities as a result of
improved access. Cultural inventory
would be conducted on all areas
identified for cutting.

From livestock grazing management:

Construction of rangeland
improvements such as wells, fences
and pipelines would impact 39,785
acres. Vegetation manipulation is
anticipated to occur on approximately
42,460 acres. Efforts to manipulate
vegetation through manual,
mechanical, and chemical methods or
prescribed burns, could result in
significant damage to cultural
properties, and might impact traditional
values. Manual and mechanical
methods can alter or destroy the spatial
context of artifacts and features;
prescribed burns may cause the
destruction of perishable artifacts near
the ground surface, heat spalling on
rock art panels, and alter artifacts so
that some dating techniques are no
longer usable; and some chemical
techniques may preclude later use of
Carbon-14 dating. Effects from
continued and increased use of 42,460
acres by cattle include horizontal and
vertical displacement of artifacts,
damage to artifacts and features,
destruction of sites during construction
of rangeland improvements, and
surface disturbance associated with

vehicles used by permittees. An
estimated 1,529 sites might be
affected by activities associated with
rangeland improvement.

Livestock would be excluded from
11,163 acres. Protection from
disturbance associated with rangeland
improvements and grazing would be
afforded to 402 cultural resources
estimated to be present on this
acreage. Some riparian zones are
included in these exclusions. This
should enhance the probability for site
protection as riparian environments are
highly sensitive locations for cultural
resources.

From cultural resources management:

Emphasis would be placed on
developing proactive aspects of the
cultural resources program. ARPA
surveillance points would be
established in a number of locations,
ARPA law enforcement and monitoring
plans would be written for a minimum
of nine sites/districts, and activity plans
would be written for approximately
seventeen sites/districts over the life of
the Plan. A Class | overview would be
prepared for the Resource Area to help
guide management decisions. These
actions would result in long term
positive impacts to cultural resources.

Iinterim management directions for
archaeological districts in northern

' Railroad Valley would result in

decreased impact to sites/features by
limiting vehicle use to existing roads
and trails and prohibiting discretionary
surface disturbing activities in the Trap
Springs/Gravel Bar area and by
prohibiting new range improvements in
the vicinity of the Stormy-Abel district
untii such time as a comprehensive
research protocol could be developed
and implemented. Impacts to the Trap
Springs and Gravel Bar districts would
continue in areas that could be
accessed by existing roads, and the
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Stormy-Abel district would continue to
be impacted by heavy grazing in the
vicinity of existing watering troughs.

A comprehensive research protocol and
data recovery program would be
developed for the Trap Springs, Gravel
Bar, and Stormy-Abel prehistoric
districts. Data recovery at these
localities would benefit the scientific
community, but would result in partial
destruction of the sites through
controlled excavation. Eventual release
of the Trap Springs and Gravel Bar
districts for fluid minerals development
could be expected to result in
destruction of the remainder of these
sites, while relaxation of proposed
interim rangeland development
restrictions in the vicinity of Storm,
Coyote, and Abel springs would result
in continued degradation of sites and
features in this prehistoric district.

No surface occupancy would be
stipulated for 50 acres surrounding two
known archaeological and historic sites
not a part of cultural ACECs. It is
estimated that a minimum of two
additional sites might be protected
within this acreage. Berlin Town Site
{704 acres) would Dbenefit from
continued closure to mineral leasing.
Withdrawal from mineral entry and
restriction of vehicles to existing roads
and trails at Moores Station
Petroglyphs (40 acres) and Mountain
View Arrastra (40 acres) would result
in added protection for two known
cultural resources and an estimated
minimum of two additional cultural
properties. Restriction of vehicle use to
designated roads and trails at the Cane
Man Hill Petroglyph site would afford
an added degree of protection to the
panels.

Three cultural ACECs would be
designated. The Rhyolite ACEC would
consist of 425 acres of public land
within the boundaries of the historic
townsite and would serve to protect

not only the major ruins within the
town, but significant portions of the
historic archaeological remains as well.
The Cane Man Hill ACEC would consist
of 680 acres encompassing the known
extent of the petroglyph panels. The
Tybo-Mclintyre ACEC would consist of
four, twenty acre parcels surrounding
the known kiln groups. All cultural
ACECs would be withdrawn from
mineral entry with a no surface
occupancy stipulation. These
restrictions should decrease the chance
of impacts to sites/features within the
ACECs from locatable and fluid
minerals development.

From lands and rights-of-way:

A total of 299,140 acres of land have
been identified for discretionary
disposal. Disposal of public land and
ensuing construction activities might
result in complete destruction of
cultural properties. Disposal of land for
agricultural purposes might result in
partial or complete destruction of sites
as a result of field preparation methods
or intensive use of the area by
jivestock. Land disposals might also
increase access into areas resulting in
a rise in illegal excavation and
collection activity. It is estimated that
5,370 cultural properties might be
present in areas proposed for disposal.
Land disposals are discretionary and
would not occur if there would be
unacceptable impacts to cultural
resources.

Retention of areas identified for
disposal within the Amargosa-Oasis
ACEC (490 acres), in riparian areas
along Perry Aiken and Jefferson creeks
(30 acres), and within deer winter
range along Chiatovich Creek (5,760
acres) would result in some degree of
protection from development for 152
sites. Acquisition of 320 acres at
Moores and Pritchards Stations, 480
acres at Lockes Ranch, and 280 acres
within the Amargosa-Oasis ACEC (490
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acres) would bring an estimated 19
sites under federal management,
providing them some degree of
protection from land disturbing
activities. Acquisition of Moores and
Pritchards Stations might become a
burden to the cultural resources
program because of the need to
stabilize and rehabilitate the structures.
However, benefits afforded by
developing interpretive facilities and
increasing recreation opportunities. in
these areas might outweigh the cost of
stabilization and rehabilitation. Shouid
private lands adjacent to the Rhyolite
ACEC be acquired (120 acres),
management problems relating to
mixed land ownership would be
reduced.

From recreation:

A total of 4,840,811 acres would
remain open and unrestricted to off-
highway vehicle use. An estimated
117,148 sites might be present within
this area. !mpacts from off-highway
vehicle use include partial or total
destruction of features and sites as a
direct result of driving across them,
destruction of sites and features as a
result of increased erosion associated
with changes in wvegetation/ground
cover, and a rise in illegal excavation
and collection activities associated with
increased access into previously
undisturbed areas. During competitive
events, sites located in pit areas and
along the raceway might be partially or
wholly disturbed, and collection of
surface artifacts by spectators could be
expected. Restricting off-highway
vehicle use to existing roads, trails, and
washes on a seasonal basis, or by type
of user on 1,250,290 acres might
afford some slight degree of protection
to approximately 30,172 sites. In this
instance, direct impacts of off-highway
vehicle use would be confined to areas
of existing disturbance, but a rise in
illegal excavation and collection
activities resulting from increased

access to previously inaccessible areas
is expected. Designation of 61,155
acres as Special Recreation
Management Areas (SRMAs) at
Crescent Sand Dunes, the Lunar Crater
Volcanic Field, Rhyolite, and the
Railroad Valley Wildlife Management
Area, might result in increased
protection for an estimated 1,476 sites
owing to the more intensive
management these areas would
receive. However, management
strategies focused on increasing
visitation to SRMAs could result in an
overall negative effect on cultural
properties. If Moores and Pritchards
Stations were acquired and designated
SRMAs, two known historic sites and
approximately five additional cultural
resources would be brought under
federal management, thereby
protecting them from development.
However, the net effect on cultural
resources in these areas could be
negative due to rises in vandalism,
illegal collection, and excavation
associated with increased visitation.
Regular surveillance and monitoring
associated with management of the
SRMAs would have a beneficial impact
by discouraging destructive activities.
Designation of an SRMA at Rhyolite
wiould allow for additional signing and
development of other interpretive and
visitor facilities in conjunction with a
local concerned citizens group.
Development of interpretive facilities at
this site is expected to result in a
decrease in vandalism and illegal
collection.

Designation and development of Back
Country Byways in the Emigrant Pass,
Lunar Crater Volcanic Field, and Morey-
Hot Creek areas would result in
increased visitation. An increase in the
number of visitors could be expected to
result in a rise in incidents of
vandalism, illegal excavation and
coliection of an undetermined number

of sites.
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From utility corridors:

The designation of 668 miles of utility
corridors would not directly impact
cultural resources. However, impacts
to an undetermined number of cultural
resources would result if one or more
major power lines were constructed
within these corridors. Because each
corridor is three miles wide, impacts
directly associated with construction
could be expected to be minimal as
relocation of towers and access roads
could be adjusted to avoid cultural
properties. However, construction of
service roads within utility corridors
would increase access into previously
inaccessible areas, leading to a rise in
incidents of vandalism, and illegal
excavation and collection.

From mineral exploration and development:

Impacts to cultural resources from fluid
mineral leasing and geophysical
exploration include destruction of some
sites during construction of well pads,
access roads, and other facilities.
Furthermore, damage to sites from
erosion in areas where vegetation has
been altered or destroyed (sites in sand
dunes are particularly vuinerable to this
type of impact) could be expected.
Other possible impacts include
destruction of or alterations in the
character of artifacts and features from
accidental spills of petroleum products
and/or other substances thereby
preciuding some kinds of analysis such
as Carbon-14 dating and blood residue
studies. Vandalism and illegal
excavation and collection also seem to
be associated with increased access.
It is projected that a total of 944 acres
would be directly impacted as a result
of well pad, access road and facility
construction. There might be 32 sites
within this area. A total of 3,240 acres
would be closed to fluid mineral leasing
and geophysical exploration, and no
surface occupancy associated with
these activities would be allowed on an

additional 53,801 acres. An estimated
1,938 cultural resources might be
afforded some protection from impacts
related to fluid mineral exploitation as a
result of these restrictions.

impacts from locatable mineral
development include partial or complete
destruction of cultural properties
resulting from exploration, increased
erosion, mine development, and
construction of mills and other
facilities. Cultural properties might aiso
be buried under mountains of waste
rock while visible features are more
likely to be illegally collected and
excavated. Historic mining sites {e.g.,
townsites, isolated homesites, mills,
adits, and trash dumps) are particularly
vulnerable as much mineral
development occurs within historic
mining districts.  Prehistoric quarry
sites are often found in areas of heavy
mineralization, and are therefore
subject to intense impact from mineral
development. An estimated total of
24,650 acres would be developed as a
part of the locatable minerals program.
This has the potential for adversely
affecting an estimated 538 sites. A
total of 9,649 acres of existing
withdrawals from mineral entry would
be continued, and 42,991 additional
acres would be proposed for
withdrawal. This would afford some
protection to approximately 1,040
sites. -

Impacts associated with mineral
materials development include partial or
complete destruction of cultural
properties and paleontological localities.
One thousand acres are projected for
mineral materials development. This
has the potential for affecting 24
cultural properties. A total of 50,524
acres would be closed to sale of
mineral materiais. This would eliminate
impacts from this source at an
estimated 1,220 sites.
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Impacts to cultural resources from
development of non-energy leasable
minerals include complete or partial
destruction of sites associated with
construction of access roads,
evaporation ponds, and other facilities,
erosion or burial of sites and features in
locations where vegetation has been
disturbed or removed, and a rise in the
number of incidents of vandalism, and
illegal excavation and collection as a
result of increased access. Cultural
properties situated in valley bottoms
and along valley margins or old lake
shores are particularly vulnerable. An
estimated 7,750 acres would be
developed for non-energy leasable
minerals. This has the potential for
affecting an estimated 187 cultural
properties. A total of 55,349 acres
would be closed to non-energy mineral
leasing, which would eliminate impacts
from this source to an estimated 1,336
sites.

IMPACTS TO LANDS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY
From wildlife habitat management:

Actions proposed for wildlife habitat
management would result in the
creation of 73,840 acres of right-of-
way avoidance areas for the protection
of deer winter range, sage grouse
habitat, bighorn sheep habitat, and
bighorn sheep lambing grounds. If
rights-of-way or other discretionary
lands actions were to be allowed within
these areas, the authorizing documents
would include seasonal restrictions to
protect the area’s special values. Little
interest has been expressed in land use
authorizations within these areas. If
application is made, it is doubtful that
the imposition of seasonal restrictions
would cause a hardship. Therefore, the
creation of these avoidance areas
would have no impact on the Lands
and Rights-of-Way Programs.

No new sites for communication
facilities would be authorized within

bighorn sheep habitat. BLM already
has developed communication sites in
bighorn sheep habitat on Bare Mountain
(near Beatty), Magruder Mountain,
Palmetto Mountain, Monte Cristo
Range, Sawtooth Peak, and
Montezuma Peak. New
communications facilities could be
authorized at these developed sites.
Communication site right-of-way
exclusion areas would be established
within bighorn sheep habitat in the
Silver Peak Range, Grapevine
Mountain, Hot Creek Range, Lone
Mountain, Palisade Mesa, and the
Quinn Canyon Range. No interest has
yvet been expressed in developing
communications sites in any of these
areas except Lone Mountain. However,
this could cause a hardship for the
communications industry. Restriction
of expansion opportunities might
eventually lead to overcrowding on
existing sites.

From special status species management:

Rights-of-Way would be excluded from
70,600 acres of washes within desert
tortoise habitat unless the rights-of-
way are compatible with the desert
tortoise. This would impact the Lands
and Rights-of-Way Programs because
washes are often the location of choice
for road rights-of-way, particularly
sandy washes which are desirable
tortoise habitat.

A 40 acre right-of-way avoidance area
at North Spring and a 40 acre right-of-
way avoidance area at Reynolds Spring
{both in Railroad Valiey) would be
designated. These areas are so small
that their creation would have no
impact to the Lands and Rights-of-Way
Programs.

From cultural resource management:

A 40 acre right-of-way avoidance area
would be designated at the Moores
Station Petroglyphs and a 40 acre
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right-of-way avoidance area would also
be designated at the Mountain View
Arrastra. If any rights-of-way or other
discretionary land use authorizations
were to be allowed within these areas,
stipulations would be included in the
authorizing documents to protect the
areas’ special values. Because of the
areas’ small size(s), there would be no
impact to the Lands and Rights-of-Way
Programs.

A total of 821 acres of right-of-way
avoidance areas would be designated
at Rhyolite, Cane Man Hill Petrogiyphs,
Tybo Charcoal Kilns, and Mclintyre
Charcoal Kiins. Because of the small
size of these areas and their distance
from population centers, the creation of
these avoidance areas would have no
impact on the Lands and Rights-of-Way
Programs.

From lands and rights-of-way:

A wide range of opportunities for
meeting community expansion needs,
disposing of unmanageable. parcels,
resolving trespass, and expanding rural
landholdings would resuit.

If the original entrant or the entrant’s
assignee fails to prove up under the
agricultural land laws on the
approximately 30,000 acres identified
for agricultural entry, the land would no
longer be available for disposal under
the agricultural land laws, but it would
be availabie for disposal under the sale
and exchange authorities. This would
have a positive impact on the Lands
Program because it would limit the
amount of time and money expended
on disposals under the agricultural land
laws, and it would allow for the
efficient disposal of lands.

Approximately 221,000 acres would be
included in right-of-way avoidance
areas for the support of other resource
programs. Because most of these
areas are remote and the demand for

rights-of-way or other discretionary
lands actions is small to non-existent,
this would have a negligible effect on
the Lands and Rights-of-Way Programs.

No new roads for communication
facilities would be allowed within
bighorn sheep habitat. Bighorn sheep
habitat encompasses many of the
highest peaks within the Resource
Area. Making these peaks available for
the development of new
communication sites with helicopter
access only would restrict the potential
for growth in the communications
industry in the Resource Area and
would consequently impact the Lands
and Rights-of-Way Program.

All other lands within the Resource
Area would be open to consideration
for linear or aerial rights-of-way, leases,
and permits unless there was a confiict
with other resource values that could
not be resolved. Even with all of the
restricted areas the Proposed RMP
proposes, there would still be nearly six
million acres available for consideration
for rights-of-way and other
discretionary lands actions. This would
have a beneficial impact on the Lands
and Rights-of-Way Programs.

A total of 28,996 acres of withdrawals
from mineral entry would be requested.
Given the small size of these areas,
their withdrawal should have little
impact on the Lands and Rights-of-Way
Programs with the exception of the
proposed withdrawal from mineral
entry of 490 acres comprising the
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC. This area is
comprised of several parcels which
because of their location and size are
difficult and uneconomic to manage as
part of the public lands. Retaining
them and attempting to manage them
more intensively than they are
presently managed would be costly and
burdensome to the Lands Program.
The proposed withdrawals of Gold
Point and Rhyolite would greatly
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facilitate management of those areas.

From ACECs:

The Lunar Crater Voicanic Field would
be designated as an ACEC. This
designation would create a 39,680
acre right-of-way avoidance area. If
any rights-of-way or other discretionary
land use authorizations were to be
allowed within the ACEC, stipulations
would be included in the authorizing
documents to protect the area’s special
values. There would be no impact to
the Lands and Rights-of-Way Program.

The Amargosa-QOasis area would be
designated as an ACEC. This action
would create a 490 acre right-of-way
avoidance area. No rights-of-way or
other discretionary lands actions would
be allowed which were not compatible
with the area’s special values. Several
of the parcels included in this ACEC lie
between private land and US 95 and
are, therefore in high demand for
rights-of-way of all descriptions. This
action could severely restrict
development in the Beatty area.

Cane Man Hill would be designated as
an ACEC. This action would create a
680 acre right-of-way avoidance area.
if any rights-of-way or other
discretionary land use authorizations
were to be allowed within the ACEC,
stipulations would be included in the
authorizing documents to protect the
area’s special values. Owing to the
small size and remote location of this
ACEC, there would be no impact to the
Lands and Rights-of-Way Programs.

Lone Mountain would be designated as
an ACEC. No new communication site
facilities would be allowed within this
ACEC. This action might impact the
communications industry because it
would require them to use other sites.
There has been no interest expressed in
other land use authorizations within
this area.

An ACEC would be designated in
Railroad Valley. This action would
create a 15,470 acre right-of-way
avoidance area. If rights-of-way or
other discretionary lands actions were
to be allowed within it, the authorizing
documents would include stipulations
for the protection of the area’s special
values. It is not expected that the
imposition of such stipulations would
create a hardship especially because
the proposed utility corridor below the
Grant Range would be excepted from
the avoidance area. There would be no
impact on the Lands and Rights-of-Way
Programs.

A 425 acre ACEC would be designated
in Rhyolite to protect historic
structures. This designation would
create a right-of-way avoidance area.
No land uses would be authorized
which were not compatible with the
area’s special values. The Small Tract
classification on the four acre site of
the Bottle House would be terminated,
and the entire 126 acre area would be
withdrawn from mineral entry. This
action would greatly enhance
management of the area even though it
would not eliminate existing claims.

The Tybo-Mcintyre Charcoal Kilns
would be designated as an ACEC. This
would create an 80 acre right-of-way
avoidance area. If rights-of-way or
other discretionary lands actions were
to be allowed within the area,
stipulations would be included in the
authorizing documents for the
protection of the area’s special values.

From recreation:

The establishment of Special
Recreation Management Areas would
result in a total of 5,500 acres of right-
of-way avoidance areas at Clayton
Valley Sand Dunes and the Crescent
Sand Dunes.
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From mineral exploration and development:

Much of the land identified for disposal
under the sale and exchange authorities
is encumbered with mining claims and
could not be disposed of unless those
claims are extinguished.

IMPACTS TO UTILITY CORRIDORS
From lands and rights-of-way:

Some of the lands identified for
disposal at Berlin, Carver’s, Tonopah,
- Nyala, Blair, Coaldale, Silverpeak,
Goldfield, Scotty’'s Junction,
Springdale, and Beatty are included
within the proposed utility corridors.
This might lead to conflicts as these
lands are transferred into private
ownership. Private landowners might
object to corridors near their property
and might resist granting easements for
commodity transportation and utility
transmission facilities. However, it is
doubtful that all of the land identified
for disposal would actually be
conveyed into private ownership.

From utility corridors:

The utility corridor designations
proposed would maximize the
opportunities for the development of
major rights-of-way.

IMPACTS TO RECREATION RESOURCES
From visual resource management:.

Managing the five scenic highways (SR
374 between Beatty and Death Valley
National Monument, SR 276 between
Scottys Junction and Death Valley
National Monument, SR 266 between
Lida Junction and the California border,
SR 265 between Blaire Junction and
Silver Peak, and SR 264 between US 6
and the California border) to retain
visual values might limit where and
how competitive events cross these
highways. Routes would be evaluated

on an individual basis as applications
for competitive events are received.

The scenic quality of the Lunar Crater
SRMA would be enhanced by the
increase in size of the protected area
from 2,560 to 39,680 acres allowing
the inclusion of Black Rock Lava Flow
and Easy Chair Crater. This means that
all significant features of the SRMA
would be managed for their scenic
quality. A restriction on vehicle travel

' to existing roads and trails coupled

with a withdrawal from mineral entry,
no surface occupancy leasing
restriction and denial of nonconforming
discretionary uses would provide
excellent long term protection for this
area.

From wildlife habitat management:

The seasonal restrictions on
competitive events between January
15 and May 15 would have no impact
because the areas restricted are easily
avoided.

From special status species management:

All vehicle use within the 70,600 acres
of identified tortoise habitat would be
impacted by a use restriction to
existing roads and trails and a closure
of the washes to use. Because of the
size of the Resource Area, the impact is
not so much a matter of acres (70,600
is about 1.1 percent of Resource Area)
as the specific location surrounding the
town of Beatty. Competitive events
would still be authorized on the existing
cleared course.

From riparian habitat management:

Improvement of riparian habitat
benefits recreation resources by
improving trout habitat and increasing
fishing opportunities. An improved mix
of recreational opportunities for the
public would result. Limiting vehicle
use to existing roads and trails on 9.4
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miles of stream (300 feet on each side)
would provide long term benefits in
terms of improved recreation
opportunities.

From forestry and vegetative products:

Restricting competitive off-highway
vehicle use events in the Goldfield
Joshua tree area to existing roads and
trails would limit the possible travel
routes around Goldfield.

Establishment of greenwood, and
Christmas tree cutting areas could lead
to the loss of semi-primitive recreation
opportunities on 1,000 acres through
the establishment of new roads and
trails.

From lands and rights-of-way:

Disposal of 299,140 acres would have
little impact on recreation resources.
Most of the lands to be disposed of are
located in the rural or roaded natural
opportunity settings closely associated
with towns, ranches and agriculturaily
developed and altered areas.

If accomplished, the acquisitions at
Moores and Pritchards Stations (160
acres each), and Rhyolite {120 acres)
would benefit management of these
areas as SRMAs and the Morey-Hot
Creek Back Country Byway. Managing
the Lunar Crater Volcanic Field and the
Raiiroad Valley ACEC as rights-of-way
avoidance areas would protect existing
scenic values and recreation
opportunities.

From ACECs:

The proposed management guidelines
and ACEC designations at Lunar Crater
Volcanic Field, Railroad Valley,
Rhyolite, and Tybo-Mcintyre Charcoal
Kilns would benefit the management of
the areas as SRMAs. Designation of
the ACECs as limited to existing roads
and trails would have minimal impact

on recreation resources particularly off-
highway vehicle use. These areas are
scattered in small pieces within the
Resource Area and should not impact
overall off-highway vehicle use to any
measurable degree.

From recreation:

Approximately 1,250,290 acres would
have restrictions on off-highway vehicle
travel.

Limiting vehicle use in the Lunar Crater
Volcanic Field SRMA to existing roads
and trails would not impact SRMA
management and would enhance
recreational activities by retaining
naturalness and scenic values.

Both Primitive and Semi-primitive
opportunity settings would be
preserved by limiting OHV use in these
areas to existing roads and trails.
Because these are classified largely
according to their distance from roads
and other human activities, any
intrusion into these areas, such as off-
highway vehicle events would result in
the downgrading of the opportunity
settings to the next lower opportunity
class.

From WSAs:

Interim management of WSAs requires
limiting vehicle use to existing roads
and trails on 604,535 acres. This is an
interim action pending final
Congressional resolution of the
wilderness designation issue. The
interim restriction could remain in place
for many years, but would cease to
apply when lands are released from
wilderness study status by Congress.
WSA lands designated as wilderness
would be closed to all motorized and
mechanical uses.

From mineral exploration and development:

The no surface occupancy proposals
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would benefit recreation resources by
retaining and enhancing natural
environments and scenic features in
some of the SRMA/ACECs and wildlife
areas by providing for the continued
existence of a range of recreation
opportunities.

The withdrawal of portions of the Lunar
Crater, Lone Mountain, Rhyolite and
Railroad Valley areas from mineral entry
would benefit recreation resources by
retaining and enhancing natural
environments and scenic features and
providing for the continued existence of
a range of recreation opportunities.

IMPACTS TO FLUID MINERALS
From wildlife habitat management:

Mineral leasing would be positively
impacted by opening areas previously
closed and using seasonal restrictions
to protect wildlife values. A seasonal
restriction on fluid minerals would apply
to that land for the life of the plan. If
an oil field or geothermal field was
discovered in an area of seasonal
restriction, that field would have to go
to a maintenance status during the
restricted season. Seasonal restrictions
would result in the disruption of drilling
activities and require a firm drilling
schedule. Seasonal restrictions are
estimated to impact one geothermal

well requiring the well to be scheduled -

to avoid the restriction.

Opening areas previously closed and
using a seasonal restriction in bighorn
sheep lambing habitat is very beneficial
to the oil and gas program. The high
potential land could be leased for oil
and gas and the potential oil field, with
an estimated vield of five million

barrels, could be developed. Qil |

development would be restricted during
the lambing season which would have
an adverse affect.

From riparian habitat management:

A negative impact would result on

3,480 acres of land with a high
potential for oil and gas in the Railroad
Valley ACEC where a no surface
occupancy Sstipulation would be
required and a right-of-way avoidance
area would be designated. Directional
drilling would increase costs by up to
50 percent to drill a well compared to
standard vertical hole drilling. The area
near Kate Springs Oil Field would be
the most adversely affected high
potential parcels of land designated for
stipulation against surface occupancy.
An estimated four wells would not be
drilled because of this stipulation.

Some lands which presently have
stipulations against surface occupancy
(480 acres in Railroad Valley), would
be opened without restriction. This
would allow for more economical
drilling and more efficient development
of the oil and gas resource.

From cultural resource management:

Berlin Town Site would continue to be
closed to mineral leasing. Mountain
View Arrastra, Moores Station
Petroglyph, Jumbled Rock Petroglyphs,
Cane Man Hill, Tybo-Mcintyre Charcoal
Kilns, and Rhyolite would be available
for leasing with a stipulation against
surface occupancy. Since these areas
are of low potential for fluid minerals
the effect is negligible.

Adverse impacts to the Trap Springs oil
field depend on how the section 106
process is implemented, and what
requests are made of the oil companies
to mitigate cultural resources. The
continued closure of the gravel bar road
would result in continued use of less
desirable access to transport oil from
the Grant Canyon and Eagle Springs
field to the refinery. ' ' 5/




From ACECs:

The stipulation against surface
occupancy on 39,680 acres in Lunar
Crater ACEC would require directional
drilling. The size of the area affected
would cause exploration of the center
of the parcel to be infeasible.

The stipulation against surface
occupancy within the Amargosa-Oasis
ACEC (490 acres), Cane Man Hill ACEC
(680 acres), Lone Mountain ACEC
(14,400 acres), Rhyolite ACEC (425
acres) Tybo-Mcintyre Kilns ACEC (80
acres), and 3,480 acres within the
Railroad Valley ACEC (15,470 acres)
would require directional drilling
resulting in increased costs.

From recreation:

Designation of primitive, semi-primitive
non-motorized, and semi-primitive
motorized areas (894,215 acres) would
restrict access to fluid mineral leases to
existing roads and trails unless new
access was approved. The fluid
mineral potential on these lands is
37,500 acres of high potential and
201,000 acres of medium potential. It
is estimated that the restrictions would
be applied to the drilling of 25 oil wells
during the life of the plan.

From wilderness:

A total of 604,534 acres in WSAs are
closed to leasing.

IMPACTS TO LOCATABLE MINERALS

From wildlife habitat management:

A 1,440 acre withdrawal in bighorn
sheep lambing grounds would remove
this land from further mineral
exploration and development. The
Stonewall Falls withdrawal is located in
a moderate mineral potential area. itis
estimated that two plan level
exploration operations would be

precluded in the life of the plan (see the
reasonably foreseeable development
(RFD) scenarios in this Chapter).

From special status species mnagmmt:

Designation of 490 acres as the
Amargosa-Oasis ACEC to protect the
Amargosa toad and Oasis Valley
speckied dace would require all
exploration to be conducted under a
Plan of Operation and mandatory
bonding. It is estimated that one
operation could be impacted. The
withdrawal of 490 acres would remove
this area from future mineral focation.

From riparian habitat management:

The designation of 15,470 acres at
Railroad Valley as an ACEC would
reduce the withdrawal to 3,040 and
add 440 acres of new withdrawal.
This would result in reduction in size of
the existing withdrawal and have a
positive impact on locatable minerals.

The increased acreage would be open
to exploration and development. All
exploration in the ACEC would require
a Plan of Operation and mandatory
bonding.

From cultural resource management:

Designation of 680 acres as the Cane
Man Hill ACEC would result in notice
leve! exploration being converted to a
Plan of Operation and mandatory
bonding. This would impact one
operation specifically. This Proposed
RMP would limit future management
options when the area is withdrawn
from mineral entry. Claims currently
exist in the area.

The designation of 425 acres as the
Rhyolite ACEC would require all
hardrock exploration on claims with
valid existing rights to be bonded and
work under a Plan of Operation. This is
expected to impact one operation
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yearly. The withdrawal of 126 acres
from mineral entry might limit future
exploration in the area to the exercise
of valid existing rights and require a
determination of mining claim validity.

From lands and rights-of-way:

The withdrawal of the Gold Point
townsite would adversely affect the
current claimants by requiring them to
prove discovery under the mining law.
The resulting examination would,
however, allow BLM to proceed with
solving long standing occupancy cases.
Currently four operators claim rights to
occupy land under the mining laws.
The withdrawal would allow BLM to
solve ownership rights without further
interveners. In addition, each
withdrawal reduces the land base from
which to explore, develop and mine.
This land is permanently lost to the
locatable minerals industry.

Withdrawals and closures would impact
an estimated 15 expioration projects
during the life of the plan.
Development of one mine could be
prohibited.

Approximately 6,020,948 acres or
98.8 percent of the Resource Area
would be unaffected by mineral
withdrawals.

From ACECs:

Designation of 39,680 acres (25,600
acres are withdrawn, 14,080 acres
open to mineral entry) at Lunar Crater
as an ACEC would require all locatable
exploration to be done under a Plan of
Operation with a mandatory
reclamation bond on the 14,800 acres
not withdrawn. This is expected to
adversely impact two operations on the
north side of the ACEC. Validity exams
might be required prior to Plan
approval. This would impact both the
operator and BLM with higher costs to
complete the validity exams and

complete Pian processing.

Withdrawal of Cane Man Hill,
Amargosa-Oasis, Railroad Valley
{portion), Rhyolite (portion), and Tybo-
Mcintyre as ACECs would eliminate
mineral development subject to valid
existing rights. Exploration under valid
existing rights would be done under a
Plan of Operation with mandatory
bonding. Six operations are expected
to be impacted.

Designation of Lone Mountain ACEC
would restrict mineral exploration in the
Lone Mountain area, and would require
all exploration in the ACEC to be done
under a Plan of Operation with
mandatory bonding. There is some
moderate potential lands involved in the
ACEC. It has been projected that two
operations a year would be impacted.

From recreation:

Vehicle use would be limited to existing
roads and trails on 894,215 acres
designated as primitive, semi-primitive
non-motorized and semi-primitive
motorized. New access would be
authorized under Notice or Plan of
Operations.

IMPACTS TO MINERAL MATERIALS

From cultural resources management:

Cane Man Hill would be removed from
the land base from which to sell
common variety mineral material. This
location is known to contain basalt
boulders which are potentially valuable.
it is estimated that one potential sale
would be lost during the life of the plan
if an acceptable alternative site could
not be found.

From ACECs:

Mineral material sales would not be
permitted on 50,524 acres as follows:
Berlin Town Site (704 acres), Project
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Faultiess (2,560 acres), Mountain View
Arrastra (40 acres), Moores Station
Petroglyphs (40 acres), Jumbled Rock
Petroglyphs (10 acres), Amargosa-
QOasis ACEC (490 acres), portions of
the Railroad Valley ACEC (3,480
acres), Cane Man Hill ACEC (680
acres), Tybo-Mcintyre ACEC (80
acres), Rhyolite ACEC (425 acres),
Lunar Crater ACEC (39,680 acres), The
Sump (1600 acres), The Gravel Bar
(675 acres){see Appendix 16 for legal
descriptions) and facilities in the ERMA
(estimated 60 acres, however, specific
locations have not been identified).
This may result in the increased cost
through greater haul distances from
alternate sites.

IMPACTS TO NON-ENERGY LEASABLE
MINERALS

From riparian habitat management:

The designation of the Railroad Valley
ACEC (15,470 acres) would potentially
interfere with brine-type development.
The 3,480 acres on which there are
restrictions against surface occupancy
does not preclude solid leasable
development. However, it is not likely
that a brine type development would be
considered compatible with the ACEC.
It is estimated one brine type mine
would be prevented from development.

From wildlife management:

Apply seasonal restrictions to 72,400
acres. This would impede production
scheduling.

From ACEC lands and rights-of-way:
Close 55,360 acres to leasing. It is
estimated that one brine-type mine
wouid not be developed.

From wilderness:

A total of 604,535 acres inciuded in
WSAs are closed to leasing.

IMPACTS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

From livestock grazing management:

No changes in the administration of
grazing on public lands would be
introduced, and the livestock grazing
program would continue to be guided
by previous planning documents. The
initial stocking level of 186,839 AUMs
has been determined on the basis of
previous land-use plans together with
adjustments based on evaluation of
monitoring data.

Of the total 299,140 acres of public
land identified for potential disposal,
289,726 acres are currently available
grazing lands, representing
approximately 14,500 AUMs. The
total loss of the forage provided by this
acreage would have a significantly
adverse economic impact on the
livestock industry in the area, and
render severe economic hardship on up
to five ranch operators. Gross income
to the livestock industry would be
reduced by about six percent, or
$300,000; and ranch operators would
suffer a loss in net ranch income
estimated at $76,125.

While this relatively small economic
impact would have no significant effect
on the regional economy, ranch
operators who may be affected would
be sorely constrained in their operating
discretion, and forced to consider
reductions in herd size or the purchase
of hay or private grazing to offset the
loss of public land forage. Ranchers .
who are unable to adjust their
operations in this manner may be
forced to consider going out of
business due to the added costs.

It should, however, be noted that the
lands proposed for disposal are
identified as such to facilitate any
potential transfer or disposal action that
might come about in response to an
identified public need. It is highly
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unlikely that the full 299,140 identified
acres would be successfully transferred
to private or local government
ownership, or that a specific purpose or
useful and productive application for all
these lands would become manifest.

Therefore, the estimation of potential
effects on ranch operations represents
only a ‘“worst case’’ scenario. The
degree to which ranch operations are
actually affected would depend, of
course, on which particular acreage,
and how much of that acreage, may be
sought by private or public entities for
what may be deemed a higher and
better use. The determination of
economic impacts which might result
from potential land transfer proposals
can only be considered speculative and
indeterminate at this time.

From lands and rights-of-way:

The Proposed RMP identifies a total of
299,140 acres of public lands for
discretionary disposal to private or local
government ownership. While it is
unlikely that the total identified acreage
would be successfully transferred
within the 20-year period, changes
within the land ownership pattern
which might occur could alter the tax
base of the counties to a significant
degree. BLM Payments In Lieu Of
Taxes would be adjusted accordingly.

in some cases, local governments could
suffer adverse financial effects from
the transfer of these lands to private
ownership, shouid the tax revenue fall
short of the cost of providing any
necessary public services. The
provision of these services to new
areas is likely to require greater capital
outlay, and to be less cost efficient,
than those contained within existing
communities.

From utility corridors:

Because the procedures for right-of-

way approval are simplified within
designated corridors, the establishment
of corridors would result in some
reduction of right-of-way planning
costs to utility companies. On the
other hand, since flexibility in future
right-of-way location is limited within
designated corridors it is possible that
transmission lines couid be longer.
This might result in more frequent
power losses and greater operating
costs. In addition, utility system
reliability might be affected because
designated corridors provide limited
opportunity for the separation of
transmission lines.

Minor reductions in the value of private
lands along future transmission lines
could occur. But since the appropriate
corridors would be designated well in
advance, future development plans
could incorporate any necessary
considerations. Because transmission
lines affect the scenic tranquility of
adjacent lands, they are perceived as
reducing the value of these lands.
Such effects upon land values would
likely be limited to the short term, as
there is no clear evidence that long
term land values are affected by
transmission lines (Holberger, et al,
1975).

From mineral exploration and development:

No significant economic impact, either
beneficial or adverse, is expected to
the minerals industry or to the local
economy. Any minerals exploration or
development is likely to benefit the
regional economy, in terms of income
and employment, and minerals
development potential under the
Proposed RMP remains largely
unfettered.

In the Proposed RMP constraints
moderately increase the costs of
exploration and development that may
be born by the minerals industry.
Leasing restrictions, for instance, have
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an effect upon oil and gas exploration
costs due to the constraints such
restrictions impose on scheduling and
operating efficiency. No evidence is
available to indicate that these
additional costs have been sufficiently
prohibitive to discourage exploration;
and no significantly adverse economic
effects would result from such lease
conditions.

Any increases or decreases in operating
costs, that might result from
reasonable and moderate resource
protection measures, are not likely to
have any effect on an individual
operator's decision to undertake
exploration in a particular area. Such
costs are incidental, not prohibitive,

and may be found to exist, in one form
or another, in every exploration area.
Operators generally consider such costs
to be a normal part of the cost of doing
business.

The major problem underlying the
economic evaluation of minerals is the
great uncertainty regarding the
existence of mineral deposits in
sufficient quantity and quality to be
commercially feasible. In addition,
long-range mineral resource evaluation
and market demand estimation are at
best speculative. Both mineral
resource evaluation and development
are directly dependent upon market
demands that may be regional,
national, or worldwide in scope.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts resuit from the incremental
impact of the actions, decisions, and projects
when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, regardless of
what agency or person undertakes such
actions. Cumulative impacts could result from
individually minor, but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.

LIMITS OF ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE
IMPACTS AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSIS

The time frame for analysis is 20 years, which
is the anticipated life of the RMP.

The analysis summarizes the increase or
decrease in the effect, size or quantity of
impacts on the environment from reasonably
foreseeable future actions.

All the impacts are on lands and resources
within the Resource Area boundaries.

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS

Reasonably foreseeable actions are projects or
actions undertaken by any agency or individual
that impact public or private lands. The
scenarios are based on current trends and an
optimistic view for economic development
projected into the future. The following
projects and actions are identified and
considered to be relevant to the assessment of
cumulative environmental impacts:

Habitat Management Plans

The magnitude of the impacts from
implementing wildlife habitat management
plans (HMP) is not known. However, the
number of wildlife guzzlers to be constructed
would encompass a total of less than 250
acres, and the expected number of spring
developments and exclosures would cover an
area of less than 300 acres. in addition, the
total of all projects planned in HMPs would
cover less than one percent of the Resource
Area.

Woodland Products

The demand for firewood has averaged 675
cords each year from 1988-1990. Sustained
yield for firewood is estimated at 1,000 cords.
It is anticipated that future demand would
increase until the sustained yield is authorized.
A total of 20,000 cords would be sold during
the life of the plan.

Rangeland Improvements

There would be 39,785 acres of short term
surface disturbance of which 629 acres would
persist over the long term from proposed range
improvements.

Land Tenure Adjustments

Historically, only seven percent of agricultural
entries have gone to patent. For the sake of
cumulative analysis it is projected that seven
percent of the land identified for agricultural
entry would be patented during the life of the
RMP. In addition, lands are also transferred
into private ownership through mineral entry
patents. Since 1981 there have been 11,836
acres patented. It is anticipated that this trend
would continue.

There were approximately 4,116 acres
identified for possible disposal in the 1981
Tonopah MFP of which approximately 1,412
acres have been sold. There was a pool of
47,479 acres identified for possible disposal in
the 1986 Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP of
which approximately 251 acres has been sold.

For the purposes of cumulative analysis it is

- assumed that disposal of public lands would

continue at the same rate in proportion to the
amount of land identified for disposal.

Utility Corridors

It is anticipated that a large electric
transmission facility would traverse the
Resource Area during the life of the plan. For
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the purposes of cumulative analysis it is
assumed:

a) generally, right-of-way
requirements for a 500 kilovolt
(kV) transmission system
supported by steel towers is
100 to 250 feet wide.

b) the total length of the right-of-
way would be 200 miles, and
would enter the Resource Area
at its east boundary in Railroad
Valley and exit at the south
boundary near Beatty.

c) the access road would result in
400 acres of surface
disturbance.

d) towers would range from 100
to 150 feet in height.

e) the span between towers
would vary from 500 to 2,500
feet.

f) surface disturbance at each

tower site would be
approximately one-fourth of an
acre or a total of 175 acres of
surface disturbance which
would be revegetated.

g) 700 towers would be
constructed.

Las Vegas Valley Water District {LVVWD)
Water Filings

LVVWD water rights applications to export
ground water from the eastern portion of the
Resource Area are being considered by the
Nevada State Engineer. The preliminary
schedule for development of the project, if the
water rights were -granted, reflects that
construction would not start until 2025.
Therefore, development is beyond the life of
this plan and is not discussed in this cumulative
impacts section.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario
for Oil and Gas

Exploration for oil and gas would continue in
the future. This exploration would include
seismic surveys, wildcat drilling and
development drilling. It is anticipated that 30

wildcat wells would be drilled in the next 15
years and these would lead to the discovery of
two additional oil fields. One field would have
seven producing wells (Kate Springs Field
Model) and the other would be larger and have
40 producing wells (Trap Spring Field Model).
Each well would produce between 0.25 and 1
MMBO in its lifetime. It is possible some wells
could have a production span exceeding 35
years. Table 4 A summarizes the potential for
undiscovered recoverable petroleum resources
from two types of plays for fields containing
greater than 1,000,000 barrels of oil in the
Eastern Great Basin Province east of Tonopah,
Nevada (specifically, east of Longitude 117
Degrees W).

The existing surface disturbance related to oil
and gas activity is 267 acres. It is anticipated
that additional drilling within known oil fields
and between producing wells and exploration
drilling within one or two miles of the existing
oil fields would also be conducted in the future.
Existing fields and number of additional wells
are: Trap Spring 25, Kate Spring 10, Eagle
Spring 8, and Grant Canyon 6 for a total of 49
wells. It is assumed that: 1) drill pads would
be 200 x 250 feet (56 acres) with a two and
one-half foot layer of gravel, 2) each well
would require 1,500 feet of access road 30
feet wide {51 acres) with two feet of gravel, 3)
all gravel would be obtained from local pits.
Assuming that the material would be removed
to a depth of 12 feet (20 acres), 4) an
additional two miles of pipeline would be
required within the fields {(this disturbance
would be 15 feet wide and total four acres), 5)
tank batteries, if required, would be located on
existing pads. The total additional disturbance
would be 131 acres.

It is anticipated that 30 wildcat wells would be
drilled. The following assumptions are made:
1) drill pads would be 200 x 250 feet (34
acres) with a two and one-half foot layer of
gravel, 2) two miles of 30 foot wide access
road with two feet of gravel would be required
for each well {218 acres); 3) all gravel would
be obtained locally and pits are assumed to be
12 feet deep (44 acres). The total disturbance
would be 296 acres.
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Table 4 A
POTENTIAL FOR UNDISCOVERED PETROLEUM PRODUCTS
Qil Play Area (Square Miles) Recoverable Oil hecoverable Gas
Miilion Barrels Billion Cubic Feet
Tertiary Unconformity 35,000 220 102 jl
Upper Paleozoic 55,000 49 67 "

It is assumed that there would be two
additional oil fields discovered in the Resource
Area. These fields are hypothesized to be
equivalent in size and surface disturbance to
the Kate Spring and Trap Spring Oil Fields.

For an oil field equivalent to the Kate Spring Oil
Field the following assumptions are made: 1)
twenty-two welis would be drilied and there
would be seven producing wells, three injection
wells and 12 plugged and abandoned wells; 2)
tank batteries would be placed on existing drill
pads; 3) this field would require a major access
road six miles long and 50 feet wide (36 acres)
with three feet of gravel; 4) eight miles of 30-
foot-wide service roads (29 acres) would be
required with two feet of gravel; 5) drill pads
would be 200 x 250 feet (25 acres) with a two
and one-half foot layer of gravel; 6) two miles
of pipeline would be required with a
disturbance 15 feet in width (4 acres); 7)
gravel would be obtained locally, and the
material would be removed to a depth of 12
feet (19 acres). The total disturbance would be
113 acres.

For an oil field equivalent to the Trap Spring Oil
Field the foliowing assumptions are made: 1)
eighty wells would be drilled and there would
be 40 producing wells, 10 injection wells and
30 plugged and abandoned wells; 2) tank
batteries would be placed on existing drill pads;
3) a major access ‘road six miles long and 50
feet wide (36 acres) with three feet of gravel
would be required; 4) drill pads would be 200
x 250 feet ({92 acres) and would require two
and one-half feet of gravel; 5) five miles of
pipeline would disturb a 15 foot width 9
acres); 6) there would be 21.5 miles of access
roads 30 feet wide (78 acres) with two feet of
gravel; 7) ali gravel would be obtained from a

local source, the material would be removed to
a depth of 12 feet (42 acres). The total
disturbance would be 257 acres.

It is anticipated that a pipeline would be built
from one of the new oil fields to the existing
refinery in Railroad Valley. The pipeline would
be 25 miles long and would result in an
additional 47 acres of surface disturbance,
including disturbance at the gravel source.

Because of the possibility of increased
production, it is anticipated that the refinery in
Railroad Valley would require expansion. The
expansion would result in an additional 10
acres of surface disturbance.

The final reclamation of the oil fields would
produce a significant amount of both solid and
liquid debris and authorized disposal sites
would be required. There would need to be
three solid disposal sites, two encompassing 30
acres to accept non-hazardous industrial waste,
and one 30-acre disposal site which would
accept oil contaminated sand and soil.

The total disturbance from future development
would be 944 acres, assuming no reclamation.
With a total existing disturbance of 267 acres,
the 944 acres of additional disturbance would
result in a total disturbance of 1,211 acres.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario
for Geothermal Resources

It is anticipated that two 15 MW geothermal
power plants would be developed in the
Resource Area in the future. Each power plant,
assuming development from an undiscovered
resource, would require three to seven years
from initial interest and exploratory drilling to
initial power production. The plant would
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operate for 15-30 years and would proceed
through the following seguence: 1) 60-80
gradient holes would be drilled in the
exploration phase, each 500 to 2,000 feet
deep; 2) seven production wells would be
drilled, each 10,000 feet deep, 3) feasibility
and testing studies would be conducted, 4) site
facilities and a power line would be constructed
simultaneously.

Geothermal power plants are generally compact
and do not have a large impact on the
environment. In the scenario discussed above
the total surface disturbance would be
distributed as follows: a) gradient holes (no
disturbance); b) production wells, access roads
and drill sites (40 acres); €) production site and
facilities (20 acres); d) powerline road (75
acres) for a total disturbance of 135 acres.

It is anticipated that Round Mountain Gold
Corporation would need additional geothermal
facilities at their existing heap-leach operation.
Since this development would be in close
proximity to the existing company facilities and
roads, additional surface disturbances would be
minimal. Three acres of additional disturbance
would be caused by two production wells, two
injection wells, pipelines, and associated
buildings. The wells would probably be 1,000
to 2,000 feet in depth.

With the continued development of precious
metal heap-leach operations it is anticipated
that one additional geothermal source would be
required to heat solutions for a future heap-
leach operation.somewhere in the Resource
Area. The facility would include two 1,000~
3,000 feet deep production wells, two 1,000-
3,000 feet deep injection wells, associated
buildings containing heat exchangers and
pumps, and pipelines. It is anticipated that
these features would have 2 surface
disturbance of four acres.

it is anticipated that one dehydration plant and
ancillary facilities would be constructed in the
future. Such a plant would require two or
three production wells drilled to a depth of
4,000 to 7,000 feet, and two injection wells of
similar depth. This facility would probably be
located in a valley and in close proximity to an

area that is amenable to crop production
{onions, carrots, alfalfa, etc.). The wells and
associated pipelines would result in about three
acres of surface disturbance. The buildings
required for the heat exchanges, warehouse,
production, office, etc. would result in an
additional 20 acres of disturbance. The
facilities are assumed to be located 10 miles
from a major road, thus an access road
resulting in an additional 48 acres of surface
disturbance would also be required. The total
surface disturbance related to the dehydration
plant would be 71 acres.

It is possible that geothermal resources would
be used to provide heat and water for up to
two greenhouses. The latter would be used to
grow flowers or seedlings. Such facilities
would be located in a valley and would resuit in
a surface disturbance of 71 acres for a total of
142 acres.

The recreational aspect of hot springs and
wells could not be overlooked as the population
increases placing increased demands on
resources. |t is possible that two or three
recreational sites would be developed.
However, new surface disturbances related to
such development would be minimal.

It is estimated that up 10 five individuals or
companies would attempt to use geothermal
resources for such domestic purposes as
heating and power generation. Surface
disturbances related to these domestic
activities would be quite limited and would be
related to access roads and/or pipelines. It is
estimated that such use would disturb 1.5
acres for a total of 7.5 acres.

Total disturbances related to future geothermal
resource development is: Two 15 MW power
plants (135 acres); Round Mountain expansion
(3 acres); heap-leach operation (4 acres);
dehydration plant (71 acres); two green houses
(143 acres); and domestic uses (7.5 acres) for
a total of 364.5 acres.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario
for Locatable Minerals

Between 1981 and 1991, 67 plans of
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operation disturbed 7,794 acres and 890
notices disturbed 2,483 acres. The total
current disturbance between 1981 and 1991 is
10,457 acres. A total of 4,081 acres (39%)
are reclaimed and 6,376 acres (61%) have not
been reclaimed as of 2/14/92.

Development scenarios shown below provide
specific detailed information on a number of
proposed levels and types of mineral
development. This information is used to assist
in predicting environmental consequences.

Scenario A
Notice-level exploration

Roads, drill pads, trenches, and cut and fill
roads are normal in this operation. Average
disturbance of three acres per year per
notice. An average drill program would
range from one to fifteen holes. A typical
pad is 20 feet wide by 40 feet long. Holes
are often drilled in roads with the latter
serving as the drill pad. Cumulative
unreclaimed disturbance could not exceed
five acres in a project area. It is projected
that 100 Scenario A operations would take
place yearly.

Scenario B
Notice-level mining operation

In this operation the miner could be
pursuing a placer or lode deposit. A front
end loader and D-8 sized dozer might be
utilized. Typically, the miner is following
high grade mineralization that requires
minimal processing facilities. Average
disturbance ranges from 2-4 acres per year.
Cumulative unreclaimed disturbance could
not exceed five acres in a project area.
Operations that are mining under this
scenario would stay constant. There are 20
such operations currently in the Resource
Area. During the life of a plan these
operations would relocate, but the acreage
would remain constant. This would be 60
acres (20 x 3 = 60) disturbed yearly.
These operators are generally located in
historic mining districts.

Scenario C
Plan-level exploration

In this operation the mining operator would
disturb five to 10 acres of land per year.
These projects do not normally last more
than 2-5 years. Roads, trenches, and dirill
pads are the predominant surface
disturbances. Exploration programs would
involve drilling 15-30 holes yearly. Up to
200 holes might be drilled during the
project. Some of these programs could
start as a notice and exceed the surface
disturbance threshold of five acres. It'is
estimated that 15 plan-level operations
would take place over the life of the plan.

Scenario D
Small-enterprise plan level

In this operation a small-scale operator
would pursue a working mine. The
small-scale operator might mine a high-
grade deposit, old tailings, or a deposit
too small for the larger operators. This
operation could feasibly be mining
building stone, industrial materials, a
lode or a deposit of precious metals or
gems. The operators would be
attempting to operate in favorable
economic windows, with little capital
investment and low operating costs.
This operation might employ one to five
people. The total disturbance would be
between five and 37 acres. It is
anticipated that there would be 24
operations under this scenario during
the next 20 years.

Scenario E :
Plan-level: small to moderate mine

This operation is an open pit gold heap
leach operation. This operation utilizes a
leachate such as cyanide. These deposits
are typically low-grade, with a cut-off grade
of .025 ounces per ton (OPT). These
operations could have grades of .05 to .1
OPT, but the high grade would be the
exception. In-place gold reserves would be
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about 50,000 to 100,000 total ounces. The
operations would employ 15 to 40 people, and
normal mine life would be 3-6 years. The total
disturbance would be between 81 and 140
acres for each operation. It is anticipated that
5 operations under this scenario would take
place during the next 20 years.

Scenario F
Plan-level: moderate to large mine

This operation could be for mining base
metals, industrial minerals or precious
metals or gems. This mine would have one
or a series of open pits to pursue the
desired commodity. A processing or mill
facility would be required. A heap leach
pad would only be used for gold operations.
The size of the pit, the processing facility
and tailings disposal would be dependent
upon the commodity being mined. A
molybdenum/copper circuit has larger
tailings disposal areas than a gold circuit.
These operations would likely have a mine
life of seven years or longer. The
operations could employ more than 40
people. More employees are likely during
construction phases of the operation.
Water wells, power lines, parking and
ancillary facilities would be required.
Disturbance would be greatly influenced by
terrain and the engineering ability to use the
existing topographic features. The
projected disturbance would be between
430 and 3,510 acres for each operation. It
is anticipated that two operations under this
scenario would take place in the next 20
years.

Scenario G
Plan-level: brine mine

This operation would pump one or a
combination of the following brines: lithium,
sodium, potassium, boron, magnesium, Or
any metal-bearing brine from the aquifer. A
series of evaporation ponds would be
constructed. The solution would be
allowed to concentrate in the ponds and
then run through a mill to remove the
desired product. Salt would ultimately be
the product left in the pond. Either salt or

metal or both are sold as the desired
product. It is anticipated that only one
such operation would take place during the
life of the plan. Projected disturbance
would be between 1,630 and 5,415.

Scenario H
Plan level expansion

This is an expansion of an existing mine to
take advantage of a new ore deposit, new
technology, changing economics, oOf
changing company philosophy. A mine
could have more than one expansion during
its life. This acreage could be used for a
new open pit or pit expansion, new leach
pad, facilities, tailings expansion, or waste
rock expansions, etc. This model is
projected to disturb 120 to 360 acres per
operation. It is anticipated that 12
expansions of existing operations under this
scenario would take place in the next 20
years.

Scenario |
Plan-level: underground mine

In this operation the operator could be
mining base metals or precious metals or
gems. An underground mine would require
less surface acres. Indirect impacts of
subsidence and acid water drainage could
result from these operations. The mine and
processing facilities could be separated
from the mine to take advantage of terrain.
These mines typically employ 50 to 175
people and have a life of eight to 15 years.
The projected disturbance would be
between 90 and 135 acres per operation.
It is anticipated that three operations under
this scenario would take place in the next
20 years.

Based on a 20 year projection of the above
scenarios, the acreage disturbed would
range from a low of 12,430 acres to a high
of 22,700 acres. As a percentage, this
would range from 0.2 percent 10 0.4
percent of the lands in the Resource Area.
it is important to note that reclamation
requirements apply to all of these acreages.
The estimated acres of disturbance do not
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account for reclamation.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development
Scenario for Mineral Materials

Mineral materials extraction would take
place as close to the project site as
possible. Areas that wouid require material
are the towns of Tonopah, Manhattan,
Coaldale, Dyer, Warm Springs, Lida, lone,
Goidfield, Beatty, Silverpeak, Round
Mountain, Carver's, Belmont, Scotty’s
Junction, Tonopah Test Range, and the
Blair Junction area. Currently in the
Resource Area there are several major
paved road systems. These paved
highways require maintenance and
rebuilding and continued sources of
materials. Demand for landscape rock from
the cinder cones would continue. Cinder
cones are located on US Highway 6 east in
the Lunar Crater area, and north of
Silverpeak. Yucca Mountain development
would create a need for new material
sources in the Beatty area. The listing of
the desert tortoise as an endangered
species could increase demand in the
Resource Area if mineral deposits in Las
Vegas and Pahrump conflict with the
tortoise habitat.

Gravel -pits would have one or two D-8
sized dozers, one ar two front-end loaders,
numerous haul trucks, a screening plant and
possibly an asphalt batch plant. This
operation would disturb 10 acres of land.
The pit would be stripped of vegetation and
top soil and this material would be
stockpiled. Extraction would then begin in
desired areas, hauled to the screening plant
and batch plant and then transported to the
project. Waste material would be blended
into depleted areas of the pit. A highway
department job would leave stockpiles of
product in the pit for future use. A mining
operation could last from several days to
several months. Upon cessation of the
mining in the pit, the walls would be sloped
to 3:1, and all equipment and trash
removed, and topsoil replaced.

There are currently 7,002 acres in the Resource

Area set aside for NDOT in the form of material
site rights-of-way. Not all of this acreage
would be used in 15 years. BLM pits and
known county pits add up to 222 acres for a
total of 7,224 acres of land that could be
developed without new authorizations.

Some land is already disturbed by gravel pits.
It could be expected that these pits would be
expanded, and that the average pit size would
grow. Based on projections 20 years in the
future, 200 existing pits would disturb 2,000
acres, and 100 new pits would disturb 1,000
acres for a total disturbance of 3,000 acres.

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario
for Non-Energy Leasable Minerals

The exploration and mining scenarios generated
for locatable minerals are used to explore the
potential impacts of the development of this
resource.

During the life of this plan, five prospecting
permits would be received. A prospecting
permit would equate to a Scenario C. A permit
would be received in each of the following
areas: Alkali Flats, Columbus Marsh, Clayton
Valley, Railroad Valley, and Smoky Valiey.
These are two-year projects to drill and
evaluate the potential for these minerals. It is
projected that only one permit would result in
lease issuance. That lease is projected to be
for a valuable mineral which has been found,
identified, and would be developed. A total of

50 acres would be disturbed in this scenario.

One Scenario G mine would be developed with
a disturbance of 5,500 acres. Total
disturbance from exploration and mining would
be 5,500 acres.

IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES IMPACTED
CUMULATIVELY

Cultural Resource Component

To determine cumulative impacts, a computer
file was created that inciuded the number of
acres surveyed, the number of cultural
resources recorded, and the benefitting activity
for 736 Class Ill surveys (i.e., complete as
opposed to sampling surveys) performed in the
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Resource Area between 1975 and 1991. The
data in this file were used to calculate the site
density per acre for each benefitting activity
(Table 4 B). These figures were then used to
estimate the number of sites that might be
impacted as a result of the different activities.
Virtually all cultural resources Ssurveys
performed in the Resource Area have been
project driven. No systematic effort has been
made to survey the Resource Area, or specific
environments or hydrographic basins, 10
develop statistically valid samples from which
site frequencies and densities could be
accurately extrapolated from one area 10
another. Consequently, the cumulative impact
figures presented in Chapter 4 should be
considered as best estimates only.

The figures provided are for all classes of
sites, regardless of type (i.e., isolated
artifacts and small sites, or large, complex
historic and prehistoric properties).
Derivation of numbers for specific types of
properties using Resource Area files would
have been exceptionally difficult given the
different definitions of sites used by various
researchers over the years. Inclusion of all
sites in the cumulative impact analysis
eliminated the need for intensive
examination of reports in an attempt to
control for differences in site definition.

The figures presented are for all sites
regardless of their National Register status.
In many early reports, cultural resources

Table 4 B
SITE DENSITY PER ACRE BY BENEFITTING
L - ACTIVITY ,
o T Nomberof | Ste |

Benefitting Number of Acres Density
Activity Survey Sites Surveyed Per Acre
Rights-of-Way and Lands 45,434.9 817 0.0180
Rangeland Management 10,876.8 384 0.0360
*Recreation 372.6 20 0.0563
*General Habitat Management 167.4 16 10.1255
*Wild Horses & Burros 52.5 8 0.1524
*Cultural 7,156.4 58 0.0081
Oil and Gas 28,324.6 962 0.3396
Locatable Minerals 20,256.1 442 0.0218
*Geothermal 482.5 21 0.0435
*Mineral Materials Sales 348.9 16 0.0459
*Non-Energy Minerals 9.7 2 0.2062

¥Note: The overall site density was used to calculate cumulative impacts for these activities because of the relatively small

smount of acreage surveyed.

were not evaluated for potential inclusion in
the National Register if the site(s) could be
avoided. This policy resulted in systematic
under-recording of some sites, and under-
representation of potential National Register
properties in Resource Area files. In the State
of Nevada, approximately 12 percent of all
sites are found eligible for inclusion in the

National Register. This figure could be used to
calculate the approximate number of eligible
cultural properties that might be affected by a
given activity.

Where site density figures were not available
for a specific activity le.g., woodland
harvesting) the overall site density for Class Il
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surveys in all environments was used to
provide an estimate of the numbers of sites
that might be affected. In all cases, it shouid
be kept in mind that the figures presented are
not based on statistically valid samples of the
Resource Area, and are therefore, only best
approximations of the numbers of cultural
resources that might be impacted by a
particular activity.

When performing the cumulative impact
analysis, it has been assumed for the purpose
of Section 106, that the information potential
of all sites within the specified acreage would
be destroyed by the activity being discussed.
It is recognized that not all sites would be
adversely affected to the same degree, and
that it would be possible to avoid direct
impacts to some cultural resources altogether.
It should be noted that controlled excavation,
collection, and other data gathering activities
are viewed here as having a negative effect on
cultural resources. While collection and
analysis of data from sites benefit the scientific
community by providing new information that
could be applied to a variety of problems,
methods used to gather these data are
frequently destructive of the cultural resources
themselves.

Physical Component

The reasonably foreseeable future actions
would cause surface changes.

Harvest of woodland products in greenwood
cutting areas would be naturally reforested and
impacts would be of short duration.

Proposed rangeland improvements would
disturb 39,785 acres of which 16 acres would
not be revegetated.

Construction of a major electric transmission
line across the Resource Area would disturb
575 acres of which 400 acres would be in
permanent roads.

Future oil and gas exploration and development
would disturb 944 acres.

Future development of geothermal resources
would disturb 362.5 acres which would be
dedicated for the life of the plan.

Locatable mineral exploration and development
could disturb up to 24,6560 acres most of
which would be in mining districts and around
existing mines and half of the disturbance
would not be cumulative.

Future exploration and development of non
energy leasable minerals would impact 7,750
acres.

Mineral material sales would disturb 3,000
acres. As gravel pits are expanded, the
depleted areas are reclaimed.

In the Proposed RMP approximately 75,600
acres, 1.2 percent of the Resource Area, would
be disturbed during the life of the RMP. Most
disturbed areas would be reclaimed or
revegetated during the life of the RMP leaving
approximately 22,000 acres to be reclaimed.

in the Proposed RMP, an additional 36,935
acres would be transferred into private
ownership. Transfer of land into private
ownership would be permanent commitment of
resources.

Biological Component

Actions taken to implement activity plans for
wildlife, livestock and wild horses and burros
would directly impact less then one percent of
the Resource Area. These actions are designed
to reach objectives for specific areas and
involve projects and management action
designed to maintain or improve surrounding
rangeland conditions.

Rangeland vegetation manipulation projects and
firewood harvest areas would be in
homogeneous, less productive vegetation types
with poor understory vegetation. These
projects would increase cover, reduce erosion,
improve rangeland conditions and wildlife
habitat. The end result would be an increase in
biological diversity on sites with undesirable
plant communities. } 2 C)




The lands program would permanently commit
wildlife habitat and/or eliminate vegetation.
The impacts would be a long term decrease in
non-descript federally managed wildlife habitat
on 0.6 percent of the Resource Area.

Mineral exploration and development would
displace wildlife from sites for the duration of
operations. Many species such as song birds
could acclimate to on-going disturbances with
little consequence other than loss of habitat.
Wild horses and burros could also acclimate to
on-going disturbances. Vegetation would be
temporarily removed at mineral development
sites and access routes t0 mineral activities and
represent direct habitat loss to wildlife species.
Reclamation of disturbed areas would be
required for all jevels of mineral activity to
ensure that undue and unnecessary degradation
of the environment does not occur. it is
estimated that the acreage disturbed in mineral
activities would fragment 50 percent more
acres as are currently disturbed and not
reclaimed. At most, 46,539 acres, 0.8 percent
of the Resource Area, of wildlife habitat would
be fragmented or destroyed.

Due to the low productivity of the vegetation
types in the Resource Area and the low
population densities of wildlife, impacts would
not be severe as long as disturbing activities do
not occur on 74,345 acres of important wildlife
habitats.

Social and Economic Component

No cumulative social or economic impacts may
be inferred to result from implementation of the
Proposed RMP. No alteration of the area’'s
social or economic structure may be expected.

Minor population, income, and employment
effects would be unnoticeable. The basic
structure of the local economy and social
organization would remain intact.

Minerals exploration and development has
been, and would continue to be, ongoing within
the Resource Area. The Proposed RMP would
not provide sufficient inducement oOf
discouragement to effect a significant change
in the plans or perceptions of that industry.
The industry may be expected to continue its
efforts, in the present manner and trend,
subject to the usual business and economic
influences. International minerals markets and
prices would continue to influence the ‘‘boom-
bust’’ cycle of minerals production and render
a degree of economic instability.

No unusual population, income, or employment
impacts are foreseen. While the population is
expected to continue to increase throughout
the life of the RMP, any expanding community
requirements for the acquisition of public land
through direct sale, exchange, R&PP transfer,
lease, etc., are well anticipated and
accommodated.

Livestock grazing may suffer some loss of
AUMs due to land disposals and surface
disturbance from minerals activities. Some
individual ranch operators could experience
constraints on their operating discretion due to
loss of public land forage. However, such
losses as may occur cannot be specifically
identified, or tied to an individual ranch
operation at this time. The overall effect-on
the livestock industry or the economy of the
region is not expected to be consequential.
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CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the consultation and
coordination conducted in the preparation of
the Tonopah Resource Management Plan and
Final Environmental Impact Statement. In the
course of preparing this document, formal and
informal efforts have been made to involve the
public, other Federal agencies, and State and
local governments in the planning process per
40 CFR 1502.25 and 43 CFR 1610.3.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Several points of public involvement are
mandated by federal regulations; several other
actions were taken to further involve the
public.

Prior to actual writing of the document, an
involved process of preparatory activities
occurred. This procedure included data
assembly, public participation, interagency
coordination, and preparation of an analysis of
the management situation. Consultation and
coordination with agencies, organizations, and
individuals occurred in a variety of ways
throughout the planning process. A complete
mailing list of those contacted throughout the
planning process is on file in the Tonopah
Resource Area office.

The public participation process began in
February, 1990, with a publication of a Notice
of Intent to prepare a Resource Management
Plan in the Federal Register (Volume 59, No.
29, February 12, 1990). On February 13,
1990, a scoping letter was sent to over 400
individuals, State and Federal agencies, units of
local government, and members of private
industry. This letter invited comment on
planning issues, planning criteria, management,
and resource concerns identified by BLM
Managers and Resource Specialists. The letter
also announced three informal public
workshops to be held in March, 1990 in

Tonopah, Carson City and Las Vegas to
receive public input. The public was
encouraged to become involved in the planning
process, and to submit comments any time
during the development of the plan.
Announcement of the public workshops was
also made through local newspapers.

The first meeting was held on March 1, 1990,
in Tonopah, Nevada; the second was held on
March 6, 1990, in Carson City, Nevada; and
the third on March 8, 1990, in Las Vegas,
Nevada. BLM personnel assigned to prepare
the RMP were present at each meeting to
explain the planning process and issues, and to
discuss the concerns of those in attendance.
Over 80 people attended the three meetings.
During the scoping period, 74 comment letters
were received.

On June 1, 1990, a letter was sent to
approximately 190 interested individuals,
agencies, and groups who had responded to
the scoping letter. The letter summarized the
results of the scoping process, identified the
planning criteria to be used in the development
of the RMP, and identified the planning issues
to be analyzed in the RMP. An update letter
was mailed to interested parties on May 3,
1991 to inform them that work was
progressing on development of the alternatives
to be considered in the Draft RMP/EIS.

CONSULTATION

Various Federal, State and local agencies have
been consulted throughout the planning
process. Information, ideas and interpretations
were exchanged through formal and informal
meetings, telephone conversations, and
correspondence.
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PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT
AND PROPOSED PLAN

The Draft Tonopah Resource Management Pian
and the Environmental Impact Statement was
published and made available to the public on
June 4, 1993 for a 90-day public comment
period which ended on October 1, 1993.
Approximately 200 individuals and
organizations had expressed an interest in use
and management of public land in the planning
area. All were sent copies of the Draft
Resource Management Plan/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Included in
this group were all grazing permittees and
lessees within the planning area, Nevada
Congressional Delegation, appropriate members
of advisory councils and boards, and various
libraries.

The Notice of Availability was published in the
Federal Register on Thursday, June 24, 1993
(FR Vo. 58, No. 120). Public meetings to
solicit public comment were held in Carson
City, Nevada on August 17, 1993, in Las
Vegas, Nevada on August 19, 1993, in Beatty,
Nevada on August 24, 1993, in Goldfield,
Nevada on August 25, 1993, and in Tonopah,
Nevada on August 26, 1993. There were 13
attendees at the Carson City meeting, nine at
the Las Vegas meeting, 12 at the Beatty
meeting, 28 at the Goldfield meeting, and 41 at
the Tonopah meeting. ‘

A total of 93 timely comment letters were
received during the 90-day comment period for
the Draft RMP/EIS. Each letter was reviewed
and substantive comments which were
concerned with the facts or analysis presented
in the Draft RMP/EIS were evaluated. Copies
of most of the comment letters are printed at
the end of this Chapter followed by responses
to the substantive issues raised. Attachments
to the comment letters have not been
reproduced in this Chapter. However, they are
available for review at the Tonopah Resource
Area office. In addition, for comment letters
where the body of the letter was over 10
pages in length, the substantive comments
were excerpted and printed along with the rest
of the comment letters. Complete letters are
available at the Tonopah Resource Area office.

Each issue in the comment letter identified for
response has been assigned a number in the
left margin. The response to each issue, with
corresponding number, follows in the response
section of this Chapter. In addition, eight other
ietters were received after the close of the
comment period. Comments in these letters
were considered, however, they were not
reproduced in this document.

On December 9, 1993 a letter was sent to
each timely respondent acknowledging receipt
of their comment letter. This particular letter
informed the respondent how the comments
would be evaluated, and incorporated into the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

Formal consultation was conducted with the -
US Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with
the Endangered Species Act. The Biological
Opinion on implementation of the Proposed
Plan is reproduced in Appendix 18.

This Proposed RMP/Final EIS is being
distributed to approximately 300 addresses,
including agencies, organizations, and political
entities. Copies of the compiete mailing list,
including individuals, are on file at the Tonopah
Resource Area office. A number of requests
for copies of the Draft RMP/EIS were received
from the public and have been added to the
mailing list for distribution of the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS. The Draft Tonopah RMP/EIS
and Proposed RMP/Final EIS were made
available to the general public and the
following:

Congressional Delegations

Honorable James H. Bilbray
Honorable Richard H. Bryan
Honorabie Harry Reid
Honorable Barbara Vucanovich

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Soil Conservation Service
Department of Defense

TFWC/DA Nellis AFB

)




Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service
Office of Environmental Affairs

Environmental Protection Agency

State Agencies

Nevada Departmeht of Wildlife
Nevada Department of Minerals
Nevada State Clearing House

Nevada Commission for the Preservation of

Wild Horses
Office of the Governor

Local Governmen

Beatty Town Board

City of Gabbs

Nye County Commissioners

Nye County Planning Department
Esmeraida County Commissioners
Tonopah Town Board

Native American Councils

Las Vegas Colony Council

Lovelock Tribal Council

Reno Sparks Indian Council

Shoshone Paiute Business Council

Summit Lake Paiute Council

Tribal Council of the Te-Moak Western
Shoshone Indians of Nevada

Washoe Tribal Council

Wells Indian Council

Yerington Tribal Council

Yomba Tribal Council

Public Libraries

Beatty Community Library
Clark County Library

Elko County Library
Esmeralda County Library
Gabbs Library

Lander County Library
Lincoln County Library
Manhattan Town Library
Mineral County Library

Nye County Library

Round Mountain Public Library

Silver Peak Library

State of Nevada Library

University of Nevada Library, Las Vegas
University of Nevada Library, Reno
White Pine County Library

Interest Groups and Organizations

Animal Protection Institute of America

American Rivers

Audubon Society

Best in the Desert Racing Association

Central Nevada Historical Society

Desert Bighorn Council

High Desert Racing Association

Humane Equine Rescue and Development
Society

The Nature Conservancy

Natural Resources Defense Council

Nevada Cattlemen’s Association

Nevada Council of Professional Archaeologists

Nevada Land Action Association

Nevada Mining Association

Nevada Miner's and Prospector’'s Association

Nevada Off-Highways Users Council

Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association

Nevada Sportsman and Qutdoorsman
Association '

Nevada State Rifle and Pistol Association

Nevada Trappers Association

Nevada Wildlife Federation

Nevada Wild Horse Commission

Sierra Club

U.S. Humane Society

Wilderness impact Research Foundation

The Wilderness Society

Bureau of Land Management Offices

All Nevada BLM offices




Merorandum

To:

From:

UHTYED STaTES LEPARTMENT of Ak INIERICR
BUREAL Or LAND MACAGEMENT
Curson City District Office --. ..,
1535 Kot Springs Ruud, Suite 300 " °° -
Carson City, Kevada B9706-0636 P

reply refer to:

1600
(NV-03337)

JUL 15 1003

Area Manager, Tonopah Resource Area

Area Manager, Walker Resource Arca

Subject: Dreft Tonopah RMP

District and Area staff specialists have reviewed the subject draft and offer
the following:

1. The right-of-way corridor identified on Maps 25, 27 and 29

1_1 that approaches the Mineral-Esmeralda Ccunty line in the

vicinity of T. 2 X., R. 34 E., hus no corresponding corridor
in the Walker Resource Area.

1 Attuzhment
1.

ce:

2. Map 20 appears Lo show the Stewart Springs Allotwert to be
part of the lone Allutment. Even though the Stevart Springs
Allotwent is adainistered by the Tonopan Kesource Area and

1-:! is grazed by the Yemba Tribe, given the confusion that has

surrounded this allotrent in the past, it scems advisable
to ensure that it is depicled accurately., A suggested
rodification is shown on the attached copy of Map 20.

3. Map 20 also shows a small trian¢le scuth of the Stewart
Springs Allotment aud southmesnt of the Xve-Minerai County
line Lo be part of the lune Allotment. This appears to
be the Humdinger Spring parcel. Given the on-going
discussions/controversy regarding humdinger Spring, it is
particulariy important tkat this arca be depicted accurstely.

Y Ml

Mup, 20 with Changes

State Director, Nevada (NV-%30}

P. 0. Box 803
socorro, NM 87801

July 13, 1993

RMP Comments
U. S. 8ureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P. 0. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Sir or Madam:

1 have reviewed the draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement and would like to offer the following comments for consideration. | think
! understand the difficulty and effort required to prepare documents of this scope and
magnitude and that some matters might be overlooked. | guess that like many specialists,
1am a bit biased towards those areas of greatest interest to me, geology and pateontology,
and | plead gulity.

| must, therefore, express concern that these components of the natural
environment have been given almost no treatment in the draft document. Virtually no
mentlon Is made of the geology of the area covered by the document. No mention |s made
of the rock units included, no geologic column Is provided, no geologic map is provided,
and mineral resources are not refated to the basic geologic framework of the reglon. 1
strongly urge that this glaring omission be remedied.

tam also concerned that the paleontology of the Resource Area Is not treated at alt
except by the note that a paleontological study was once done and Is now considered
Inadequate and a new survey Is needed. The Yonopah resource s actually highty regarded
for the diversity and quality of its fossil resources. The area contains In situ Mlocene fossl
forests, leaf localitles, fossil mollusks, ostracodes, fish, and a very significant mammallan
fauna. Fossll logs are documented that are simply gigantic. There Is a diverse literature
related to the paleontology of the area, and 1 find It difficult to understand why this
ancient resource, many miilions of years oid, has been Ignored In the draft document.
Surely, the published record must be known to the drafters of this document,

itls my view that a number of steps should be taken to remedy these shortcomings
before the document can be considered to be adequate.

First, the geology of the Resource Area should be documented and an adequate
geologic map Included. This discussion should Inciude an outiine of the geologic history of
the Resource Management Area (RMA), a discussion of the rock units, surticial geology, and
should certainly have an appropriate stratigraphic column. There should be a discussion of
any known geologic hazards, where the sand and gravel operations, abandoned mines, etc.,
are located and certainly, a discusslon of the economic geology of the area Is in order, With
not much difficulty some reasonable assessment of the likely market conditions that will
determine the development of economic resources would be in order and not difficult to
generate. i




secondly, the paleontology of the RMA must be addressed by a complete and
adequate discussion of the fossli resources previously found, the current distribution of
fosslis, the significance of what fossits are currentiy known from where, and a map showing
fossil occurrences In terms of location and geologic unit Involved. 1 certainly would
encourage some effort to survey the area for fossit occurrences and the need to make
some determination of the significance of the resource. mention shouid be made of fossils
previously collected from the RMA and In so far as Is possible, who collected what and
where are the collected fosslis currently housed.

Thirdly, an assessment of the significance of the fossil resource should be made in
terms of an overall plan for managing the resource. This management couid Include a
broad management philosophy that would encourage scientific study of the fossil resource,
development of an educational program in concert with the Interested amateur
community of "rock-hounds® and "rock-hound clubs® and a determination of possible
impacts to the resource by possible mineral development or other competing land use
activities. Agaln, it Is very likely that any possible conflicts could he worked out with
minimal Impact to the Interests Invoived.Any program to accomplish these goals should be
in cooperation with BLM staff and utitize their field expertise.

{ Just cannot understand why the areas of geology and paleontology were Ignored
In the document. Most of the work that would be need Is very basic and could be
conducted In a reasonable length of time at very modest cost.

1 Intend for these comments to be as constructive as possible, and | hope they are
received as such.

. sincerely,
o, g op,{ }/V/:ﬂ

Bonald L. Wolberg, PhD
Paleontologist

cc: State Dlrector
Jim Baca

1118 South Gray
Stillwater, OK 74074
July 25, 1993

RMP Comments

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

Dear Sirs:

In regards to “The Tonopah Resource Manag t Plan® and “Fossils in the Tonopah
Resource Area”:

First, ) am delighted that rockhounds are being given a chance to voice opinions in this

matter.

1 would prefer having a detailed inventory of the known paleofioral and palecfaunal sites
in the Esmeralda Formation done. If help is needed. there are many rockhounds who sgecialize
in pelrified weod, and fossils who would be hted to have a to see an area like this,
who would also appreciste a chance to hetp.

is it possible to designate the area so that research can be done in it, but still have R
remain open to anyone other than professional paleontologists? 1 would like the area to be
preserved so that more people can appreciate it in person-—-not just in  anicles professionat
people write.

If the large logs are removed, | would hope that they were removed (0 8 place where
people can see them, and that they are not stored somewhere and just left in storage until
somebody In 1he year 3000 has time to study them.

One of the quotations from the literature that was included with the inf tion |
received mentions that “standing silicified trees are stowly disintegrating.” --that was in 1978. |
wish there could be some way that these petrified trees could be preserved, rather than having to
jet them become chips and dust.

Yours truly @«//Z W ' ) :
Ruby Lingefbach ot T, Rnodhy Ppntecd (Fedsster) Weews
7 »_.? ~ —_—
Copies to: Mr. Christopher Stubbs
BLM State Director
Edward S. Slagle
John T. Aif




1116 S. Gray
Stillvater, OK 74074

July 24, 199}

RMP Comments

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

Dear Sirs:

This is in reference to the proposed Tonapsh Resource Management Plan.
As a card carrying rockhound, I'm concerned about wvhat course of at:tion
is planned for this area.

I'm definitely against any action that locks the ares up so that the
general public is not able to enjoy their public land. However, since
the area contains some unique and unusual specimens of petrified vood
logs and possibly other fossilized plants, there vould need to be
some kind of action to preserve these unusual specimens. Then again,
the area should be open to non-commercial surface collecting of the
more common specimens.

Naturally, additional inspection and possible mapping of the area

should be performed and here rockhounds could be utilized to provide
some of the labor under the direction of a qualified geologist or
paleontologist. If in designating this ss a Research Natural Area,

it 1s only open to professional people, then I vould oppose such a
designation. If such still allovs sccess by the genersl pudblic, (maybe
vith some constraints), then such designation would be acceptable.

Whatever decisions are made, I hope they include the interest of the
amateur rockhound and that they sre advised of those decisions.

I look forvard to hearing vhat action is being planned for this ares.

Sincerely,

UL

Dan Ling¢lbsth

Past President
Rocky Mountain Federation
of Mineralogical Societies

Executive Office:
ing 117 Crescent Stseet
Esmeralds County, Nevada P.0. Box 178

Greenville, Cllllomll 93%47.0MT0
(110}

W46194
TONOPAH DIVIDE MINING COMPANY
INCORPORATED iN NEVADA, JUNE I, 1912
80 Bitterbrush Road
P.O. Box 10622
Reno, Nevada 89510
(702) 345-7599

AMP Comments

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

August 5, 1993

Dear Sir:

Thank you for sending us the draft Tonopeh Resource Management Plan. We have read &t and are very
Impressed with its scope and p lism. The Plan app to be well written and waell thought out
and well bal d g all he relevent concems. We have no serlous concarns regarding mining
requirements as drafted in the preferred alternative 4.

We would like a copy of the final Plan when 1t is available. Please send it to us at the above Greenville,
CA exscutive office address. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

Norman A. Lamb,
Secretary-Treasurer
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BLM/Tonopah Resource airaa Mamager
P.C. Box 911
Tenopah, NV 85C49

August 13, 1993

Subjzets Draft Tonepah Rescurce Managemant Flan n-l Tnvironmzntal Imp-ct
Statement — RMP Comments

TCRCEL 1

Jummar,
6-1 93.8 percent of the resourca area wonll be coen to mineral entry." is wrong.
If bacausa of proposed rastrictlons, Altacnative 4, a vehicla cinnot be usad

to prospact in 214 of th: resoirc: arsa, you ore restricting minaral entry.

— Locat:ble Hinerals — Alternative 4 Preferrad icticn " total of

Mr. Billy Templeton
United States Dept. of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Nevada State Office

850 Harvard Way

Reno, NV 89520

Hap 46, Item S is incorrect. The zrea shown around Goldfisld is eurrestly not
Timited to roads, trails and washes. You should have 2ddad th» wocils
wcompetitive events'. For ycur ready refareace, enclosed ara pages 15 and 16
6"2 of your curr:nt Minagement Cuidince which stitas "Flanning Area A - Goldfield
Joshua Tra2e Forest, 1C0,C00 acrea (coapetitivs events lirmit2! to 2xisting
roads, trails, and washes)".

Kap 52, Alteraative 4 propesas ten closad areas cnly four of which are W3i.

6—3' Undes tane current regulations ise't yshisular traffic 2llowed on existing
roads in Wilderness Study Arans?

Tonopah Resource Management Plan

and Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Templeton:

Map 52, Categories 2 and 3 "limited to existing roads and trails" include many
6-4 arsz28 whion ars directly in conflist «4ith Citegoriss A and B, high and moderata
locatzble mineral potsntial, Map 62.

Makoil, Inc. has been producing oil in Nevada (Railroad Valley)
since 1983. We are still actively drilling in Nevada and hope to
continue in the future.

It is my recommandation for the economlio well-baingz of not on'y Esmerzlda end

Nye Countizs, but also the gtate of Nevada, that Alternative 2 be adopted for
Mineral Zxplorztion and Development, "Manzgement will provide for mineral
explorition and davelopment with the least resirictions necessary to protect

key resources, and to prevent uniue or unnecessary degradation of the environment.'
To achiove this objective, Albtarnativs 2 weuld have to bs used for Off-Highway
Vehiole{CHV) Use, Special Mantgement Areas, 434's Returned to Nultiple-Use,
Cultural Rescurces, Areas of ¢ritic:l Anvironment Concern, Recrsation and Pluid
Minarals.

All of our existing producing wells are currently located in
Railroad Valley and are identified as the Trap Springs field. Many
of the alternatives in the RMP/EIS draft pertain to our producing
field in Trap Springs and many of the other valleys in which we
have leased BLM land. There are several areas of concern in this
document that need to be addressed and we plan to submit our oral
and written comments at the August 19, 1993 meeting in Las Vegas,
Nevada. However, we believe that it is necessary to address
several issues in advance of this meeting. Our written comments
will be sent to the Tonopah Resource Area Manager prior to the
conference on August 19, 1993.

No parmit system or fees should be instituted for the use of vehiclas on publio
lands excspt possibly in case of competitive evsnts.

S )

Richard C. navia/ 2
4274 Mulligan Drive

Caraon City, NV 89701 and
Box 34, Golifie=ld 89C13
1702-835-7624

The RMP/EIS is a very formidable document. After reading the list
of "Preparers”, it is obvious that this document was started in
1990. Judging from the list of preparers, the size of the document
and the time it took to complete the draft of the RMP/ELS, suggests
that a sizeable cost has gone into the preparation of this
document. Since alternative 4 is the preferred alternative, one
can only assume that this document was prefated to justify
alternative 4. Since this document was conce ved and prepared
under the guidance of Mr. Theodore Angle, we can only assume that
he favors alternative 4. 1t therefore appears, that a final
decision on the utilization of this document will come from Mr.
Billy Templeton, State Director, Nevada. This is why our comments
are currently being directed to your office.

MAKOIL INC. 6655 W. Sahara Avenue, Suite B-200 « Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 « 714/939-7560 - 702/221-1931 - Fax 714/939-7552

z
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August 13, 1993
August 13, 199) Page three

Page two

instances, much of alternative number 4 is already being

Please consider the following observations:

7-1)

We believe that the RMP and the EIS should be considered
separately in their independent context. We recognize the
importance of an Environmental Impact Statement in this day
and age and feel as though it is a necessity to provide
written documentation concerning environmental questions on
federal lands. However, we do not feel that the Resource
Management Plan should be so closely tied to the EIS that they
become one document and one supports the other. The Resource
Management Plan should be directed towards the effective and
efficient management of 6.1 million acres of public lands.
Obviously, environmental considerations are made in managing
this land, but they must not be the controlling mechanism of
effective management.

implemented.

There is so much duplication between each of the aiternatives
and the Environmental Impact Study that it further emphasizes
the fact that these two studies should be reviewed separately
and not be included in the same package.

Our company operates primarily in Railroad Valley and
specifically in the Trap Springs area. In each of the
alternatives, the Trap Springs/Gravel Bar area receives an
inordinately large amount of attention. We are particularly
disturbed with the amount of attention that the Trap Springs
area is receiving from the cultural resources management point
of view. In every alternative, your interim management
directions for archeological districts in northern Railroad
Valley will result in restricting fluid minerals development

« 2. 1In the course of preparing this document, formal and informal and prohibiting discretionary surface disturbing activities in
efforts were made to involve the public, other federal the Trap Spring/Gravel Bar area until such time as a
agencies and state and local governments in the planning comprehensive research protocol can be developed and
process. Since the greatest economic impacts are going to be implemented. During the past ten years, ve have painstakingly
on grazing permittees, oil and gas lessees, and mineral reviewed all of our drill sites with contract archeological
lessees, it would appear that these entities should also have personnel and have avoided any areas which might have cultural
had an intimate interest in the preparation of this document. resources assocfiated with them. It should be pointed out that

7-2 Our company was not asked to participate in the formulation of these cult.ural. resources appear to be primarily shards of
this document. We were sent a copy of the RMP/EIS two weeks broken indian pots or pieces of broken arrowheads. In every
ago. However, Chapter 5 lists all federal agencies, state instance, these appear in very selected areas and are not
agencies, local government, native-American consuls, public general to all of the Trap pr.:i.ngs area. It appears to us
libraries, and 27 agencies and associations to whom copies that each of these documented sites can continue to be avoided
have been sent. and the development of the Trap Springs field continued.

3. HMany of the issues which separate "no action" alternative As pointed out in the standard operating procedure section of
number 1 from alternative number 4, require additional man alternat_:i.ve number 4 (page 2-55), “Avoidance of cultural
power, resources and funds. Since alternative 4 is the properties is the preferred mitigation."” We have done this in
preferred action plan, has an economic impact study been made the past and we feel that this same technique will be
to determine the additional cost required for either successful on future drill sites. This would preclude the
alternative 2, 3, or 4? We know what alternative number 1 insistence on no occupancy of federal lands that have

7-3 costs, because that is the current plan. In view of the substantial producible oil and gas.
extreme cost cutting which must take place in order to satisfy
the President’s reduction policy, will there be sufficient Makoil currently has several thousand acres under lease for
funds in the BLM to satisfy the implementation of alternative development in the Trap Springs field. It is our intention to
number 4? The current measures in the Budget Reconciliation continue to drill up this acreage over the next five to ten
Act levy a heavy toll on additional spending. In our opinion, years. If the associated alternatives are implemented, Makoil
the "no action® alternative number 1 offers the most will not be able to develop this leased acreage because of the
flexibility for future resource management. Each problem is limitation of the use of existing roads. Makoil has paid a
solved on an individual basis as it occurs. By attempting to bonus for this leased acreage and has been routinely paying a
detail all of the existing and potential problems that might yearly rental for these leases. These leases were acquired on
occur within the resource area with alternative 4, we feel the basis that Makoil would be allowed to drill on this
that the BLM is tieing itself to a plan that they must follow acreage. If any one of these alternatives are accepted,
during the next 20 year period. Makoil will be prevented from being able to actively drill for

] oi.l.. on a large portion of our currently leased acreage. It is
4. It should be pointed out that in comparing each of the being proposed that the Trap Spring field be considered an

LE

alternatives, there is a great deal of repetition. In many

archeological district in northern Railroad Valley and there
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s a possibility that the BLM will designate Trap Springs as
i prskected rf;arian, wildlife and/or threatened spec@es
habitat. We would like to see the documentation which
suggests that the Trap Springs area supports endangered
wildlife, migratory birds and/or animals or is a unigue and
critical habgtat for any animals. There is also a proposed
3,480 acres which are being considered for no surface
occupancy. Once again, we find no evidence that this acreage
is so critical as to suggest no surface occupancy.

“no land uses will be :ut:or#zed
which are incompatible with the areas values®. 1f the Trap
spring area is é;nsldered for protected habitat status, would
all existing oil and gas operations be concluded in this area?
In alterative number 3 there is a recommendation to designate
8,480 acres as areas of critical environmental concern in Trap
Springs. In alternative number 4 it is recommended thag
15,470 acres in Railroad valley be designated as areas o

critical environmental concern. It is important that the
lease holders of this acreage be given ample opportunity to
prove that this acreage should not be considered as areas of
eritical environmental concern.

The RMP/EIS indicates that

We find the entire Resource Management Plan alternatives to be
contrary to President Clinton’s propos?d Domestic Energy
Initiative. The Domestic Energy Initiative was proppsed by
Department of Energy Secretary Hazel O’Leary in April as a
coherent set of policies which would provide for inFrgased
production on natural energy resources while malntaqung a
strong environmental protection commitment. Secretary O‘Leary
indicated that the Energy Department was looking for ways to:

a. Decrease dependence on oil imports.

b. Increase gas supply and demand:

- Reduce exploration and production costs.

d. Reconcile environmental/energy differences.

The intention of this initiative is to develop a plan which
will lead to expanded opportunities for domestic oil and gas
producers., If restrictions are made on the use of land for
0il and gas development in the Trap Spring area, royalty
income from the production of oil will be lost by both the
federal government and the State of Nevada. There will also
be a significant loss of jobs that are §ssoc1ated with
drilling and producing oil and gas. Once agalin, we feel that
cultural and environmental considerations can coexist on
federal lands without severe occupancy restrictions.

In 1990, Nevada voters approved a 47.2 million do}lar Park and
Wildlife bond issue, and as yet has seen no tangible evidence
of any action. Mr. John Richardson, the administrator of the
pivision of State Parks, said that these projects would
normally have moved more quickly, “"but the administration has

7-9
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13.

14,

been extra cautious about spending money given the economic
times we are in“.

In the fluid minerals section of the standard operating
procedures of alternative number 4 {page 2-60), the following
statements are made: "“BLM actively encourages and facilitates
the private development of public land mineral resources in a
manner that satisfies national and local needs, and provide
for economically and environmentally-sound exploration,
extraction, and reclamation practices. Land use plans and
multiple use decisions of the BLM will recognize that mineral
exploration and development can ocecur concurrently or
sequentially with relation to other resource uses*. We have
difficulty in understanding how such an understanding can be
made in an alternative which is proposing to remove vast areas
of BLM land from fluid mineral development. This statement
continues to support our position that large areas in and
adjacent to producing properties should not be removed from
future oil and gas exploration. It is our understandlnf that
the Trap Spring area that is being considered for limited
development and no occupancy does not currently have National
Register eligibility determinations.

Alternative 4 says that cultural properties without National
Register eligibility will be treated as eligible properties
until such determinations can be made. This determination is
arbitrary and is in direct conflict of section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and
the programmatic agreement among the Nevada BLM, the Nevada
Division of Historical Preservation and Archeology and the
Advisory Counsel on Historic Preservation.

It is imperative that there be a very clear explanation of the
process of introducing amendments to the Resource Management
Plan. In the case of an existing BLM lease, will it be
possible to have lease stipulations waved as knowledge and
information increases relative to cultural resources or
critical environmental concerns?

There are many conditions described in all of the alternatives
which are left to the judgement of the BLM resource personnel.
There is no provision in any of the alternatives for residents
located in the areas of concern to review the BLM personnel
determinations. Many of the determinations will be somewhat
subjective, We feel that a panel of local residents should be
empowered with the ability to vote either for or against a
subjective environmental determination by BLM personnel.
Since these are the residents who will be most affected by
environmental interpretations, it appears to us that these
residents should have some voice in determining the need for
corrective measures.
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A typical example is the Visual Resource Management conducted
in accordance with BLM Visual Management Procedures {manual
8400). Since the overall goal of VRM is to protect or enhance
the visual and natural aspect and attributes of the public
lands while minimizing the impacts of authorjzed activities,
it is our opinion that the local residents should have some
say in its interpretation. The use of the Contrast Rating
process is totally subjective and should not be left to the
whim of resource management personnel. These decisions are
strictly visual sensitivity to the affected area. A decision
to relocate activity sites behind topographic features, modify
access routes, or color buildings should not be left to the
decision of an authorized officer. The impact of visual
resources can only be experienced by people that resile in the
immediate area. The economic impact to business and residents
should not be left to the sole discretion of the authorized
officer of the resource management group.

4. There should be a rigid time table that is associated with
7-15 each of the recommended "determinations"., 1If the RMP/EIS is
approved, how can the public know whether the determinations

will be implemented this year or year 20 of the plan?

5. In order for the public to respond to the RMP/EIS, the
continual repetition that is prevalent in all 4 alternatives
makes reviewing the “meat" of the document very laborious.
Such words a “same as" or "see Alternative #1" should be used
to reduce the intimidation of such a thick document.

6. In every alternative, your interim management directions for
archeological districts in Northern Railroad Valley will
result in restricting fluid minerals development and prohibit
discretionary surface disturbing activities in the Trap
Spring/Gravel Bar areas until such time as a comprehensive
research protocol can be developed and implemented. We have
been preparing archeological reports on all of our drill sites

7 16 in the Trap Spring area for 10 years. Surely there is enough

- repetitive identifications of the same “cultural type of
resource” to now determine if 3,480 acres should be set aside
as "no surface occupancy”. How many broken pieces of indian
pots, broken arrowheads, or rock fire rings must be identified
before someone determines that they should be ignored or put
in a museum? We recommend that the existing data be compiled
and reviewed before any more lands are considered for “no
surface occupancy*.

15. BAlternative number 4 proposes under Mineral Materials (page 2-
49), to close 57,065 acres to the sale of mineral materials.
This area is described on maps 59 and 60, both of which are on
gsuch a small scale that you cannot actually pick out the
affected areas. This would force users of gravel to seek
gravel pits at a distance which would severely impact the
7-13 economics of hauling. Once again, this suggested closure is
a result of the observation of seasonal wild life habitat
determinations. We do not feel that the minor impact of wild
life habitation around these gravel pits is of significant
importance to close such a large area of available gravel.
This would have a serious economic burden to all future road
building and road improvement in the Railroad Valley area.

7. It is imperative that a process of introducing amendments to
the RMP be clearly stated in the RMP/EIS. A review board
composed of BLM personnel, local residents, and county

7__17 supervisors be formed to review complaints and questionable

determinations in the RMP/EIS when they are implemented. The
total authority should not rest entirely on ope "authorized

BLM agent”. The process would be too dictatorial.

Recommendations:

1. The RMP/EIS should be directed toward the efficient management
of 6.1 million acres of public lands. Environmental and
cultural issues should be considered after the RMP has been
established.

8. Gravel pits which are nearby to construction of roads and
facilities should not be removed from future use. The
increased cost of gravel transportation would discourage road
and building development.

2. Every resident in the Battle Mountain District, Tonopah
Resource Area should be mailed a copy of the proposed draft of
the Tonopah RMP/EIS. These are the people that must work and
live in the Tonopah Resource Area and will be impacted the
most from it‘s implementation. Too much emphasis is being
given to the cultural and environmental concerns of people
that will probably never even drive through the area in their
entire life.

9. There is mention of acquiring personal lands from the public

to preserve ACEC. This smacks of “taking” by the Federal
Government and should be removed from the text of the
document. Lockes Ranch is privately owned by a citizen of
Nevada who has made his home, raised his family, and wants to
live on the Lockes Ranch property for years to come. Even
though there is mention of compensation, the mere suggestion
that the BLM will try to acquire his property is a mental
;ngiggsand should be completely removed from the Tonopah

3. An Economic Impact Study should be made to determine the
additional costs to taxpayers and businesses to implement the
7-14 RMP. President Clinton says the agencies need to cut spending
but this RMP will obviously increase the cost to government,

taxpayer, and business. How much will it cost???

b
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We hope that you will give ample consideration to our concerns on
this study and we would be pleased to discuss them with you or your
staff personally at your convenience.

Yours trul

2.0 -

B. C, X ki
President

ces Mr. Ted Angle
Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
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Tonopah Area Manager

Tonopah Resource Area Office
U).S. Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 911

Building 102, Military Circle
Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Mr. Angle:

Please accept these comments for the official record of decision on the Draft Tonopah

Resource Managemcnt Plan (RMP) and Environmenlal Impacl Statement (EIS) on behalf of
the Nevada Outdoor R tion Association (NORA). On the whole, the Tonopah Resource
Area has commendably defined some of the major issues needed 1o be considered In this
RMP. Unforiunately, it contains other serious omissions and flaws which we feel consitiues
both an abdication and rejection of the BLM's slewatdship mandate under FLPMA, its Areas
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) requirements, criterla of the 1964 Wilderness Act
{l.e., FLPMA Sections 202 and 602) and the Endangered Species Acl.

Firs?, lels deal with what should have been done and included; but, which apparently
was defiberately and capriciously left oul. In the RMP's Preferred Allernative, .., the
Alternalive No. 4 themae, the BLM says this alternative provides for the development of
renewable and non-renawable resources while insuring the preservation and enhancement of
fragile and unique resources. In some vital and key areas, this is simply not irue. How can the
Tonopah BLM Resource Area say such a thing--given the omissions and flaws demonsirable
in the lext?

ISSUE NO.1: We were shocked 10 see 14,400 acres at Lone Mountaln considered only as
an ACEC. isnt it lrue thal FLPMA guidelines prohibit cons! ion of an ACEC [n the place of
a viable defaclo roadless area over 5,000 acres? Indeed, it's fine 1o recommend an ACEC
inside of a BLM wilderness study area (WSA)--which we have done in a number of these
RMP proceedings. But, isnt It true that during the inilial roadless | tory of the E: lda
BLM Resource Area, when it was under the Las Vegas BLM District, Lone Mountain roadless
area was not even given on-the-gound scruliny as a \WSA? 1sn1 il triie that this 26,000 acre
roadless area went largaly ined for wild attributes during the Initial Las Vegas
BLM District WSA inventory? If such work was Indeed done under Section 603, then i would
Ibe sensible 10 ask--does the paperwork on Lone Mountain show thal an on-the-gound
examination was done? Under that invenlory, were reasons given for excluding this roadless
area from consideration as a WSA? If so, under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), this
organization asks for copies of the paperwork which shows thal a proper, bonafids on-the-
ground ination of Lone Mountain was done. Will this be done in the final RMP?

During the 1979 initial wilderness inventory, does the recoid conlaln documentation of
a FLPMA Seclion 603 examination of Lone Mountain? What was found conceming: 1. the true
exient of approx. 26,000 acres of rugged Great Basin range tising from 5,000 fest foa 9,108
foot summit, 2. a dense, virgin pinyon, juniper and pine fores! covering much of the upper
elavations of the mountain massH, 3. sleep and sheer incisive canyons on a Sierra-like (cont.)
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escarpment facing north and northwest, 4. a field check on reports of an endemic (squirrel-like?) mammal
and six rare and endemic flora in the roadless area: Eastwood milkweed, squalid milkvetch, Nevada
greasebrush, Lone Mountain Candelaria blazing-star and sand cholla. 5. opporunties for an
extensive primitive recrealional experience, 6. the exislence of a defacto wild and roadless biodiversity
over 5,000 acres in size, and 7. degree of naluralness and primitive (wildarness) characler, 8. visual
screening Inside this defacto roadless area, including the in's side canyons (excluding oulside
sights and sounds)?

1f the Tonopah BLM Resource Area could find the time to examnine it for a 14,400 acre ACEC,
why couldnl the BLM also do 8 FLPMA Section 202 finding concerning its known wilderness condition?
Why doesn the RMP/EIS analyze the findings this organization made in actual field trips with the BLM
and aerial overflights with pholographs of 5,000 acre-plus (actually, closer to 26,000 acres) wildemess
conditions that we've persistently pointed out to your oftice over the past fitteen years?

ISSUE NO. 2: We have repeatedly brought the NORA "Big Book’-also known as the NORA Index and
Survey--1o your oftice over the las! thirty years. Why is this NORA project--it's work, studies, findings and
discoveries--not mentioned in the RMP/EIS? Will this be done in the final EIS?

ISSUE NO. 3: Why doesn! the RMP/EIS document include a habllat analysis of the existence of
Cyprinodont ("pupfish*) species and subspecies Nevadensis-nevadensis (in addition to the Oasis Valley
speckied dace) in the Amargosa River? Is the Tonopah BLM Resource Area aware that Death Valley
National Monumen biologists insist this rare and endemic desert fish exisis in the Nevada portion of the
Amargosa River? If so, why arent the source waters of the Amargosa River and springs on BLM Public
Lands feeding it, recommended as an Amargosa River ACEC in the final RMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 4: Water, whether ground or surface walet, Is lhe limiting resource of most plants, animals
and certainly man's aclivities in the Greal Basin and specffically within this RMP/EIS. All of the
communities In the Tonopah BLM Resource Area are running a severe water deficit al the present time,
while promoting growth in pan spued by the availability of cheap land to developers. Why hasnt the
document studied the impact on land sales on existing residents’ property values? Why isnt fair market
values keyed 1o existing parcels up 1o ten acres in the lowns and urban areas? Isn' i true the BLW. must
have county, state and lown data on the impacts of seplic tanks on those Public Lands earmarked for
sale--which cannot ba connected to exisling sewage treatment facilities? What about urban expansion
into wildlands, flora and fauna habftat? Shouldn the BLM be their own subdivider in the RMP plan when
1t comes to determining suitability for development? For inslance, shouldn' disposals and sales be only
near towns with facilities. ShouldnY there be deed restrictions, including a ban against resale for ten
years.

NORA protests Ihe excessive land sale option in the Preferred Alternative. Clearly, FLPMA
restrains the BLM in the permissive sale of 297,000 acres of Public Land resources o those areas where
privalization would be unmanageable or otherwise does nol meet the needs of the Federal land
biodiversity and in which said sales are not in the best interests of the American people as a whole. tsa
fact the BLM is no longer the General Land Office. The agency is expressly mandated to be a good
steward of all the resources it manages. Basic to this mandate is the s tion of this envil wally
sensitive "commons”® in public ownership.

ISSUE NO. 5: Why is there no ACEC protection recommended for all of Crescent Dunes? This area has
a pristine dune syslem with an endemic dune grass still undescribed. In 1977, this organization submitied
10 all BLM dislricls and BLM resource areas our report, Dune Areas Of The Public Lands Of The Great
Basin, writien by Derham Giufiani, Lone Pine, CA, a noted expert in Great Basin inveriebrates. Why is all
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mention of this report omitted in the RMP/EIS? Why hasn't the RMP/EIS in addition 10 the endemic
Aegialia scarab beetle, refiected the existence of the endemic new Cardiophorus invertebrate species in
this dune system? Wil this area be recommended as an ACEC and report analyzed in the final
RAMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 6: Why was no ACEC protection consideration made for Magruder Mountain, near Lida, in
Esmeralda County? This area is also known as Death Valtey Overlook and *Big Moly". In the 35-year-
old NORA index & Survey, out field investigation dating from 1960, depicts (with photographs) a lofty
alpine area rising to 9,046 feet. This area contains Bryce Canyon-fike sp lar *breaks® with [/
red and yellow formations. The mountain mahogany groves in the area are near-record size. In addition,
this remarkable area is so unique it was once considered for a stale park. Dominated by lofty Magruder
Mountain, this area provides an unparalled view of the entire length of Death Valley and at the same time,
the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the wesl. NORA has brought this area to BLIM's atiention for 33 years.
Why wasn? this information duly recorded and acted upon in your planning? The area's location is in T. 8
S, R. 39 E,, sections 27, 28, 29, 31-35and T. 7 S., R. 39 E., all sections in Esmeralda County, Nevada
10 the NV-CA state line. Will this be done in the final RMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 7: Why wasnt Brickyard Canyon Petroglyphs examined and designated an ACEC? This
is a unique set of Fremont-Anasazi canyon symbols, figures and writings in T. 2 S., R. 42 E., Section 30,
MDBEM al Indian Springs, near Goldtield in Esmeralda County. Why wasn' this section thoroughly
investigaled as a prehistoric man cultural site? This area was investigated and pholographed by Alvin
McLane of Reno, NV, on September 10, 1965 and recorded in the NORA Index & Survey. Will this be
done in the final RMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 8: Why wasn' an area north of the town of Silver Peak, known as The Crater And
Monocline designated as an ACEC in order lo prolect outstanding volcanic formations and phenomena?
On April 2, 1986, the Tonopah BLM Resource Area area manager conducted an investigation in the field
with NORA and verified the existence of fresh Hawaii-type *Aa* and “pahoehoe" lava flows, lahar
deposits, basalt "bombs”, olivene inclusions, fresh punice and obsidian, tift zones, extinc! fumaroles, a
unique series of spatier cones, possibie lava tubes and a caldera lrom recent Quatemary Epoch series of
eruptions. Why weren't these findings recorded in your resource area plan? This unique volcanic
phenomena is located adjacent 10 and eas! of Nevada Highway 265andin T. 1 S_, R. 39 E, all or parts
of sections 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 34 and 35, MDB&M in Esmeralda County. Wi

this be done in the final RMP/EIS? *

ISSUE NO. 9: Why wasn the Fish Lake Valley Badlands designated as an ACEC? This is the site of a
reported occurrence of *dawn redwood” or mela-sequoia petiilied wood in a spectacular mailpais setting.
This area is located eas! of Fish Lake Valley near the outiet of Icehouse Canyon al the west base of
Piper Peak WSA. Will this be done in the final RMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 10: Why wasn Goldfield S it Joshua Forest desig d as an ACEC? it is an
exceplional forest of Yucca brevifola, with virgin grovahs up o 30 feet tall, along the larthest north known
range of the species and growing al an unusually high 6000 feet-plus elevation in Esmeralda County. The
fores! siraddles U.S. Highway 85 just south of 6,087 foot Goldfield Summitin T.3S.,R. 42 €., allor
portions of sections 13, 14, 23, and 24, MDB&M. Will this be done in the finat RMP/EIS?

ISSUE NO. 11: Alotal of 668 miles of utility corridors represent a major afiocation of the Public Land
resource in this drafl RMP/EIS. Dont the resource area's Iwo to three-mile-wide comidors seem o be a
drastic and unjustified width for pipeline and utility use? Why isn1 there a moralorium being made on afl
such utility corridors untit the Congressional Office of Technical A t has determined what is
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actually required for a modern, secure, and environmentally safe electrical transmission network by
means of a NEPA cumulative EIS? Since state-ol-the-art technology now permits high-power
transmission over a single facility, why not reduce the standard width accordingly to less than a mile
wide?

Why are the utilities allowed 10 quantify, on their own, the impact on the environment?--and why
does the BLM accept whatever they say? Indeed, why aren' these individual lines jndividually justified?
Each one of these expanded and new corridors Is based on requests by the industry and its motivaled by
a desire to it I idors. Ergo, Isn't the BLM wrongly--and
sometimes, blindly--vertfying these req without inglul justification and verification, Ergo, isnt t
true that no more expansions and new corridors should be approved without a patrional anaysis of the
true costs, needs and impacis? Will this be done In the final RMP?

ISSUE NO. 12: Why isnt Moore’s Station Petroglphs designated an ACEC? It's is one of the state's
mos! Intricate sets and panels of Frement-Anasazi heiroglyphics. We have identified the she and fts
*hoodoo® {rock pinnacte) suroundings as an outslanding scenic area. Why hasnt the Preferred
Alternalive been expanded to include features on the flanks of Morey Peak still under BLM
administration?

While we commend your Preferred Allemative ACEC designations al Timbered Crater, Mounlain
View Arrastra, Cave Man Hill, Rhyolite townsite, Railroad Valiey and Tybo-Mcinlyre kilns--the RMP/EIS is
grossly inadequate and possibly even unfawful on the other exceptional sites and areas we've clted in this
testimony. Dont you think, for instance, that ali known desert tortoise habltat in the southern part of
Tonopah ( the old Esmeralda) Resource Area—-given the fact tis a ias--should be
designated an ACEC? In view of ali these omissions, isn i clear the Prefened Alternative’s ACEC
recommendations are seriously deficient? Isn' this especially true in excluding this Category il replile's
habltat from utility corridors and ORV use (the latter excepted on designaled roads and ways)?

ISSUE NO. 13: Given the fact that much of this resource area's Greal Basin landscape in the RMP/EIS is
stilt relatively pristine--and a known deterrent to fire--shauldn the plan restrict much more than 4,840,811
acres from untesiricled off-road-vehicte (ORV) use? isnt 1t true that ORVs have been widely determined
to cause serious solt erosion and fires wherever persisient, permissively allowed and omnipresent on
undisturbed sofl areas? If this is true, why doesn't the RMP/EIS strictly limit such use 1o exisling roads,
designated ways, trails and wash which the Preferred Ahernative advocates? Why throw open
4,840,881 acres where the land remalns relatively undisturbed to ORV use that does pot have such
roads, trails, ways and washes?

Thank you very much for considering these ¢« ts and concerns. If you have any questions
of concerns as well, please do not hesitale to call me, of, write me at the address below.

Yours very sincerely,

4 W=,

Charles S. Walson, Jr.
Co-Founder and Director

NORA

P.O. Box 1245

Carson City, Nevada 89702-1245
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K)“MILLEI STATE OF NEVADA PETER G. MORROS
Gosernor Dtrector

RONALD M. JAMES

Stete Historic Prasersetion Officer

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHEOLOGY
123 W. Nye Lane. Room 208
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710
(702) 687-5138

August 20, 1993 .

Mr. Theodore Angle

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

SUBJECT: Draft Tcnopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (1610([TON]; NV-932.1; NV-065}.

Dear Mr. Angle:

The Nevada Historic Preservation Office reviewed the subject
document and finds that it adequately discusses cultural resources
as required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. This
office supports Alternative 3, because of the extra protection
afforded historic properties associated with Rhyolite.

pPlease contact me at 687-6362 if you have any questions concerning
this corresponrdence.

Sincerely,

Eogou WL A

Eugene M. Hattori
Archaeologist




12

1S AUGUST, (493

ro. BUREAU OF (ANO AANAGELIET
TOROIRAH [2€ SOUIZCE ARes CVARACER

0 30X 9 (|

TOMO PAM, NV  §9049

2 0F %
N PHitoserdica easis (coum)
6 AL COVELS MENTAL ACTIVITIES ARE
PAZASITIC 1By DCFINITIo.

[ceg

2> CodCLQsignas

o GOVEZMMELTAL ACTIVITIES WHICH
(OTEREERE LWITH THE @tooucTiod
OF WEALTH Sroutsd BE AN IIIEEY,

FroM; DARRE( R, HARTING
KLoubrKe AND [ G0~ (2T AV S,
PO Box 76 SEATILE WA 98(66~
G—OLDFléLQ NV 9013 (zoc) 243-35¢C

e ALTERZUATIVE 2 corES THE CLASEST

TO THe [PE4Y. oF THE ALTEAUATIVES
[2¢ SZ0TE O

SUBJECT | RMP COMMENTS

® THE PLAN 4= DEFEcTS wWHlcH

ReEF 2 CE MESIT }
- DrAET TOMNOPAH [2ESourece AA LT TS GSEFULAIE SS

PLAN ArD EN VIO HMELITAL AP T
STATEMEU T

3) RECor1 fspATIOLS

HESE  CopmmenTS ARE (U B rmAlon SEQMONS, & AcorT ALTERZOATIVE 2 VUl TH AGLIFEATING

SuMmMmarizem E€cou) &

® WOLIC WUITH CITIZESS T IREAMMSVE
O MU IMIEE PO — PrOIOTTIVE ARD
COVNTE 2 - (PROLOUCTIVE LTS A l)
REGCULATIONS

o AU 2E RESTIULAITS UPEM

EXISTRAL CAWS

D PHLA Somw ICAC _CASS

o (N A PerFECT WSLD ALLSE THE QAW
RULES, ARO R EGULATTIONS MNECOED AZE
THOSE 140 THE TED COMMALODITNTS
Ao TITE COLLES RULE S Aoy (TiemwAarL.
RES AISTS Stowy B AaIMIZED,

o UPGanne 1€ Piay TO mAKE /T
MEZE READABLE Ao JSEFCL,

® ALL 2540 wEALTY (D Crzegrep Sy

E X 7P2ACTIIC. MATERIALS D £ ,082GY S=zgay
THE Sob, gArLT‘H)ANZ_I ANV D WA TR ARND
THoCCH AGRICOLTURE,, SALIE (S
ADDED THROWEH PAOCESS (s [FA1B/20<ATT0n
TrAaC P2 TATIGH, te=l7 DIsyriip?3orIens.



2ok B For &

DETAILED oMl ENTE FOLLOW S

1) CHICSEPRICAC 2455 S CCant)

(£ o> #10CH 1ROG1RESS 18 AINOE 2

DPHILOS b cAc BASIS T remers re. fvia ot e
ComE G uw Tt /-\r PE WS L2 (TTEz ore_
PLAIT TO App T THE TIREAT ELED (_(53;
€.,q . THE MARDLED LIVIECET TO STl Lo re st
wHED T m/z,uex/ BUT SFLTED O voLs
LL€D oo~ Gr2ow TH V2EETY 4T
20 WTH-,

® INA PERZFECT pooreo , ALt 6F THE wa:\)
ULES, AID REGULATIONS NEEDED Az
THOSE 143 THE TR CoMM ALY AEITS Ab
TUHE GOLOEN [RULE * ADDITICRAL RESTI4 1808
SHoULD RE ML UZELYD, 1N THE EAarely

DAYS | TItE CEDERZRL GoVEN MEFLT V1ITERSTUY
Trit S 41*‘0 ACTED AS T?7E R E S/ /O”(/fb)&_

THOSE ADC) TTOVAL R E S AMNAIE (CECESSe,
18y (M PERFECT Pfér"éf Aras? KEPT VALLAZ

REcoLHLS oM TIHE ASS (C"A_)/—(glu - A et ST AT 61
GF POBLIC CAIDS,

S gL AS\/LZL(, A PLOE

THE pHIcosScrry BE i THEST <ortMECiTS
1S BACk T THE 2ATICS / sz_z,t,g W EALTH
Foe. THC BEEF!)T &F /VtAeuK/Uol

‘@ AU ZEAC wsEALTY S CreBATED B
Lx T0tAC TIMNC A ATE/ZIALS %'EAJS:-/LGV f=ltas
THE Sud, ERZTH, A2, TUKTEL | AO

TH/200G H AC/Z(CU - TVHE, VALUE (5 ApDZo

Tttouc i 19/2<>Cf>”s(u:;> EAZZcanIon,

THAISECATATTUN | Fecro 1 ST Zortod

APHILOSoPRY wulfick CotsSioens Horr1ad
BEcs T8 BE A Scouri€ 45 THE EAnTit
T3 BE E L/ UATED &L /ZKrIOL_;/ Tow) rcz:u/eg
{tAS Arzi1S€a), US/NC TUHE % Nz S PIET Y

CAs TYEY DiﬁtAJC-'T") T BPPSSE THE Crasgiton
O WEALTH, THS PHILGSaPHY (S POSHED
MALLy 2y Yo — P/Zo(:‘(, "cazpam« TGS
VT HIGH LY 1A 11D % % S I, 12 AN E ) EXECUTIVLS
A STAEFS. BLcAUVSE Tit€r BEg1stae)cE
CAsID  (HHIGH mvczreC,qS Co ME Forong A
cVER ‘& i romEoTh T CraisES | THEY USE
A ASSIVE p/Lor/AGfSLJ/J/l- T /AJ'(/#(//O/\'T{ T

TUE [Bhs | 2Lps P2 Aoy EX(STERCE
AE S E - A2 T Tézz_ Feor, A0
Scticren. Frrom THE € CEmZors. Apyn./,u(
CLCZ_ [( A t?lf(/M’*Lc 2 T /‘_,__/”, C-C;I\
Oz PA1AS  T1C 1REOVCT o) GF ACCECS ro

TR MECScsTIRS AT 028y,

PUBLIC, TYE IM(“O TR A EOT (CU"“ T
CAULLE MREWLS)AIZpIA ArLE /TO02E Tt R ed
RAPPrPy T Cc.opf/izw‘é — ST ATl IS
SEZ S

T?1Ee PHI1LCEC ey o F TIFLEE CoMMETITI 1 & XD
Pzovine e TE MAk ifiertt SIS TITE
MECESSITLES ZArG OrFTIdeS Wity & A SN IO E
BET 1M TEAL T E)LEUCE,

bt




Se =

1D pricaseenicac zasie Caernr,\

R et P e e

S ALl GavEd MEOTAC ACTIVIT ES ARE
PAZAS (T 2 DEFE 7760l

.ﬁﬁS 1S Tt2uE BELAases THE ST )
PZe0UCE s 2o WEACTY / TSECE, Arb A0S
TAKE AL 772/40 <7 USES FErzon 71

UL T8 PrPonuczas. 1T poss ~OT
MEA] THAT O COVEL,Y AIZ 0 T ORIy
AZE OELOEH iz TINT COVE 100 i Es T
EMPLEYEES A A D IPEOPUE . T HAUE
MET Seuentc "I EMmPLOYEES AT TE
TS0 EAY 0F e - THLY HAUE BEE
COSRTEGe ) KO ITELITEOC Ao SCA IS IiAL,
(eﬂ_osmygé 8y 4mERVS(an WwerrtE
&MSEC{{S) PRREGNATIoUS, THTY /1AVE TRE
MY T 7748 &= AW - peEgcerde WITY TR
Porl wrrne rie merac -8 (-,—-{377&0//4?)

TOI/NCACRCE THE. provucsro] § & CUSACTH  AND
TO MAKE TI1E 28 cCr U SS A J e <Qrtals.
EUPLLyEES ANVAICAE | TIEY S/HoVLD BE.
REASSIGUED (voned etoty 1 £ 7T RlcCony)
(ELELP G FURCTIoNS 2EG Q2o T F-=ars
TIHKCS BTRAICHT RATIENL THAD v emc

SN LoTAC T - DESTUG Y AIC (LG VCATITUY),

SVE- PKILoSarlry IS TR A Ak i T E TITE AU Rk
OE WIEARACT /35 AV rlairiiErnk. 777245 7577¢
ACIVITY, L ESTIMATE THE COST g = 12/260UC /AL

TV P2AECT PLAd TOIRE r2eu—rCy EQuUi vALEQT
7T THE COST of GriARAOIMC- Ay 12340 Farz (00 YENrs.

Cor g
27 codClusIoNS
CONCLUSIaNs
® GovEINEUTAC ACTIV ITIES w1ty

IO TEABELE o1 TH TITE (Logucilon)
AE WIEALTIE SHoOLD BE A HITEo,

@ ALTEARATIVE 2 ComMESTYHE CLOTEET
Tos THE | OEA¢C SF TUE ALTE 2rAaTivVED

PRESEOTED

= TWC prad HAS DE FEcTS v G LT
1 TS JSE FOLIESS,

3) ReE Copr €2 2ATION S
R Cosm €R OATION S

8 ADOPT ACTERMATIVE 2. vIHTHMAUIFECATIo
— REMGVE ACECS (tommAny, P.cy

- PAKE ko TitaT Caane A1/ 000
IS VeE2mTTTE&n (¢ 1~2)

= Low€n ez 2zs(2-)

= ALocaie Abo i Troma. Fon ace. TS
LivEs e arsly , NMAUT T iTonsETfuey
C2-5) “’

= ECIMNUIE U(SOA( fANACE M Tl
/2B URE (o i C 2,\/.4>

=~ EClriusie AT EC, 66 COSE v“lG(JNmIlJ[z"?t

S Worit W iTh C Ty Ews TG 1IREMOVE
ORIMVIANLITEE G~ (2720 OOTIVE AeaupD
COUTEA. PROLDUC T VE vy S MY REsaiiay

o <

- V(SUAC zE SoUALE AMlAauAce mELT(3-2)
Pebasaur vic " Ang A Temwy Sop/eemn
MATTEN, T i< Woleok mT Y1803y




o Wor

\S

ToF%

,SB L E corFIEn 2 ﬁcpj CCC‘(\J 7\3

vo 1T CeTr s ¢ oo CCanr\
RANCISS L(VESTOLK, ALD
PEOILE (s (O AT T LT JIr2 TIE VIE
AreE EVER SATIS FIEQD — \y A~ (ST
IRV SAC STOPPEL & K AIFTACTH PROpUCTTEs.

CTACH (I Ee Y,

SPEcinc sTATLS Seecies (B-5)

THE D<€ TOZMSE RS (TAT LO< Fur
VErles.S ol ErtAaAuD, THE JuurtdEr ol
TUZTTLE S KILLT0 By UFHCLLS 135 MIStuE
CorrRncsy 71 THE AOVMEEZ EATEN) 25
RAVEVS & q4op Tite 22AVELS Actg 20 S
CHANCE THE LAl Ta A lond /z/tua«JCf&P’zq)
A b ST STUEL (AIrROVA M LE SARCPAATIHIES
- SECARTICE ) ATTY

WILD HotzsES 7 & un_ma‘(i §>

CTSE Ca) TTEeS PEXE CIED & rriom TANE
ALIEALS WO SteAvyer CTie €EeUINE
EQUIVALEUT 0 F VWILED 0% EACES), TS
I HEegre AMAORIESS O DEVOTE (YRECiaus
FONALE L VVATE 2 T T/f{#-(y vor XD

PLEN T 11D SREAS IC, TIHE ire AL TATEUIS |
JI<rEQS T

VE SomE LS BE KEr7, Longrz THE R
7O ’Tizfg 2L SEIT /ed 340.

COCTVNAC p FECOIRLES 2 \/ﬁ
THe +14SSAGE. SF€s2s oy 22
/
vors Iteme 1320t yexy CAast G0 2ACK
MONE THE g ALl oD SSTURE TE LS Ecir s
RecHxud | T o V//.?fd T?\/OE /;Ur‘g_(_;’_uf
3 E .
S720 A ).7/2&(44?5'-( /T< . CHlce 1 & prs)

THk ’?/AT S A BISY Yy ¢ 1Y A0, oL
o A ol renge 25 SOUnGE ”

{EArIOUIE

"7)\ V2 CCOrRIE

AN

/"’ Zpus e,

& M A JIMCRE RESTIA 1018 L 1L T2, £X05 PSS

LRSS, Lo Dousrd 0 €C1atasst i€

Cotme by WITle DRRAWALS .y 2ARU,
AN ALloud P CHTS ~OF - WA Y Forn ATESS
I T (T8 o CTNS A VTS (O TE T/ T
RAOADS Erd HANICE., BoSs,07
EpD&EE ¢ /183 A1AMTY CATES

Frorr AT €.
ey, TS oy g6

Errom CaALonts T, (r‘dLl)FI‘Z_LD <
AW AP e
2=

SR aTs (A /‘zuo.,/\'g_.o) Fr20aq
@ 77E AL kA poan,

TOLO XA +

® UPERAmE THE P 70 #AREE 1T ASE2 E
[PEAORIZLE T UDE FUC.,

- T

THCrcucnty {(S€€ P, 4 MM/(IL/
/iubzp/uiz S PEC (/xrpf <z cngc
‘“CyusvwLo "‘Zf\bvffiji(_/ PR s w s en ’3’

12-1

= I provE Covns it g ol woe it THE

CLLE240. FPUBCIC . TH(C =TCrzS T I2E
A B nEAG 024 T TO— AR E R roaT
DG:UNQJF/ CHNpErEdSidc s TO
OTUERS W zﬂ/cur T & GLOSSAL AIOK
Ttz GLosSamny o> FriedT wW/i€nd sri
Ercy ws Fodp - Fez sz, 1T wotSs TR
RAOST Sl SECTIC

= ELimtioAe M EAN (LG LT ES KHUR Twonos
<,9,. “rAc s’ ¢ (L, € NS 1M F s
AZOUT TIE (SEEF 2T Z oy ogaS,

- MAKZ NAPS PEALABLE | § IHICODTALL
1272 cunTe LA (A1 v Muse rec Ya

g)‘{o.é[é//, %./f«/éz...\

12-2'
VLESE T FuLLy DO TTED




e b

/ Mmlﬁi

501 E Hon e 3. H 1

FS 5




RMP Comments

Sarah A. Locke

P.0. Pox 150351
East Ely, NV 89315

First I want to make it clear that my family is NOT
agreeable to the exchange and/or purchase of our land at Lockes
Ranch. [t angers me to find tnat our private land is included in
this draft and we were not notified. You have been working on
this draft for over three years, making plans for our private
land and never considered that we should be contacted? If you
had it would have saved you some time and needless planning.
Since you did not notify us your intentions become suspect. You
will not get this land without a fight.

In reviewing your draft I find no reason to include our land
or any of the private property in the area. VYour impact
statement states:

"Adjacent private lands contain springfish habitat and are
identified for possible acquisition which would add to the
habitat managed for their benefit."

What makes you think there is a need to manage this habitat?
Our land has been in the family since 1883 and the springfish are
still there. My family is buried there and I plan on being
buried there. How does that fit into your management plan?

Highway 6 runs right through the habitat and the springfish
are still there. Livestock have been grazing there for over one
hundred years. Native Americans heavily used the area at some
time In the past. The springfish are still there and thriving.
Where is the threat? What warrants a need to manage this
habitat? You claim this management will benefit the springfish.
Why? How? Because you say so0?

It is wny understanding that these fish are only located at
Lockes Ranch and Duckwater. Areas populated by man. Has it been
considered that maybe mans presents benefits the habitat? Do you
know that it doesn't? 1| believe there is no need for action.

1 also believe in multiple use and that Alternative 1| best
meets the concepts of multiple use. The rural communities of
Nevada are economically depend on multiple use principles. There
is already far too much land locked up in Wilderness Study Areas
and we do not need to lock up any more in Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns', | definitely agree with Alternative 1|
that all WSAs released by Congress for multiple-uses should be
open to the full array of multiple-uses.

1 support Alternative | and want to stress again that my
family's land IS5 _NOT FOR SALE.

./
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7041 Rogers Street
Las Vegas, NV 89118
29 August 1993

Resource Management Plan Comments
Bureau of Land Management

Tonopah Resource Area Manager
POB 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

To the Tonopah Resource Area Manager:

As a member of Friends of Rhyolite I would like to comment on Alternatives 3 and 4 of the
proposed Resource Management Plan.

Alternative 3 is far preferable to Altemative 4, specifically with respect to:
- Cultural resource management
- Lands and Rights-of-Way Program
- Mineral exploration and development

Problems with Alternative 4 include:

1. The Rhyolite Area of Critical Environmental Concern would consist of only 61 acres,
' placing at risk structures and historic archaeological remains of great cultural significance
to the California/Nevada community. The 460 acres designated by Altemnative 3 are
necessary to preserve the Rhyolite historic resource, which in recent years has received

extensive publicity and will continue to attract even more atteation from concerned
citizens seeking relief from growing metropolitan population pressures.

Private lands adjacent to the Rhyolite ACEC would not be acquired, thereby perpetuating
management problems relating to mixed ownership. Acquiring land at Rhyolite would
help to consolidate management of that area.

Rhyolite would be available to leasing with a stipulation against surface occupancy.
Although the area currently is thought to have low potential for fluid minerals, it is
impossible to project with any degree of accuracy the resources that may become valuabie
in the future due to social and technological developments. This leaves the door open for
commercial degradation of this unique part of our cultural heritage.

Due to the above drawbacks of Alternative 4, | strongly urge you to support selection of
Alternative 3.

Sincerely,

e A e

Dr, Hollister Hartman

GEORGE HUXTABLE
158 KELLSCC Way

SANTA CLARA, CALIFORMIA 9305
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August 26, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Resource Management Plan
PO Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada

Area Manager

We have examined Alternatives 3 and 4 relative to

the protection of the Rhyolite township and feel

Alternative 3 offers greater protection, that is

more credible management control for the years ahead.
We are pleased that the BLM is concerned enough to
protect this valuable historic and archeological site.
The proposed mineral entry restrictions are especially

important and represent again the type of desert

nanagemant we nesd. %Mm W




RMP COMMENTS
Al Drayton - Ralilroad Valley Resident
at the ‘Tonopah Convention Center
Tonopah Nevada

August 26, 1993

Tonopah Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Study

My name is Al Drayton. I am a resident in Railroad Valley
Nevada and I also work in Railroad Valley, North Trap Springs
oil field for Makoil.

I want to first comment on the RMP & EIS , the book itself
obviously took alot of time, effort and money to put together,
however, time and effort was not used to make it understandable.
I agree witn Ted Angle that the RMP is very complicated and
more than difficult to understand. 1In my opinion it is vague and
unclear in most areas. My suggestion is to condence and simplify
the RMP so a lay person can understand it. After all, the RMP
does affect the working man.

My second comment is in régards to land I own at Locke Ranch,
where 1 have built a home for my family. I plan to reside in my
home at Lockes as long as I live after which my children will
occupy the land.

In early 1993, I entered into an agreement with a realestate
company to purchase Russell Ranch property at Locka Ranch which
consists of approximately 465 acres and 5600 acres of AUM rights.
I have put up earnest money to quarantee my commitment to the
purchase. The AUMs would be drastically affected by the RM? in
alternative 4. 1If this plan is approved, I don't feel! I can
honor my commitment to the sales agreement and therefore, forfeit
my earnest mcney.

There is alot of atteantion in the RMP about the Railroad
Valley Spring Fish and their habitat in the springs near Locke
Ranch. I have been more than cooperative in the past 12 years
allowing BLM personnel and UNR students on my property to study

the spring f£ish. I have not allowed BLM personnel to take pictures

of my home and property, but yet, they have done so without my
conseat. I cannot justify their reasons for taking pictures of my
hcme unless it is part of a tactic to remove me from my property.
I take it as a threat as I do the RMP in alternative #4, ACEC,
paragraph 5: it states "Acquire 480 acras of private lands through

exchange or purchase at Locke Ranch."” My responrse to this telieved

threat is I WILL NOT SELL MY PROPERTY TO THE BLM nov or in the
future. In the RMP page 2-43, %4 states "icquire private lands,
{f economically prudent ard if the owner Is agreeable through
exchange or purchase at Locke Ranch {430) acres." Wwell, I AM NOT
AGREZEAFLE to exchange or sell my land.

I do not understand the determination made that the
spring fish is threatened. Threatened by what or whom??

1 have gatherad the following information from families
w#ho occupied the Locke Ranch area since 1882.

In 1883F, Eugene Locke moved to this area, prev-
jousiy known as Kalser Springs. He ergaged in
farming, ranching and ralsing his family.

The area known as Locke Meadows was farmed from
1882 to 1963. The fields were ditched and farmed
with spring water.

A bathhouse was bullt over a portion of Big Spring
in the early 1900's where local residents bathed
daily.

In 1935, a school house was built and occupied at
Locke Ranch until 1945,

A state highway maintenance station was built in
1935 and serviced a section of highway 6 until
1939,

A cife and gas station was built in 1930 and
serviced travlers and locals until 1963.

puring the period of 1930 to 1946, there were
approximately 27 people 1iving in the immediate
area of Locke Ranch using the springs on a regular
basis as a main water source for farming, house-
hold use, bathing and many other water useages.

The history of this area is documented by the grave site
and the head stones.

The Ralliroad Valley Spring Fish has inhabited the springs
in the surrounding Locke Ranch area for many years. The fish
were there in 1883 and they were there in the 1930's and 40's
when so many more people lived at Locke Ranch constantly using
the water and ccming in contact with the fish. The fish are there
today with 3 p2rmaneat residents at’ Locke Ranch. The fish pop-
ulation were doing well in the 1930's and 40's whren 27 people ’
1ived in the area and they are doing well today as stated in the
RMP.

My determination as a resident of Locke Ranch is that human
occupancy is not a threzt to the spring fish. 1 am fully aware
of the spring fish inhabitance and see no threat to their exis-
tence.

I have worked in the North Trap Springs field for 12 years.
When Makoil purchased the lease in 19563 and began further
exploration, 1 became aware of the "cultural resources” in the
area. I am personally conscious of these sites as they have
been studied for atleast 12 years and pointed out to me by BLM
personnel and archeologists. 1 have teen told by 3LM gersonnel
that the artifacts are of no concern, only the story they tell
is important. The RM? indicates that 12 yesrs is not erough
time to gather informa2tion. On page 2-17 £% “fationale: The
data contained in the sites neads to te protected unti! such
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time as professionals can study the area and collect information.”

After 12 years of study and observation ISN'T THERE ENOUGH DATA
70 TELL "THE STORY" ?? How much more time and study is needed??
1f 1 were to work that slow in my job, Makoil would of termin-
ated me in my evaluation period. Why can't the current data
available be compiled and "The Story" be written? Why must
more time and money be spent on further study in the North Trap
Springs area instead of time and money be spent on compiling
and organizing the available data?

If the story vould be told, then Makoil can continue with
exploration and developement in the field, enhancing the 1local
economy and lessening the dependency on foriegn oil. If the
North Trap Springs area is closed for future developement, are
the areas critical to environmental concern 2a subgitute for
bread and beans??

Respectfully yours,

M/&" )
Al ﬁmton

HC 76 Box 9610
Tonopah, NV 89049

c:pete Morros
Senator Bryan
Govenor Bob Miller
Makoil, Inc.
Nye County Commissioners

30 August, 1993

RMP Comments

Bureau of Land Management,
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, Nv. 89049

Desr Sir,

Plesse accept my comments in regard your proposed Tonopsh Area Resource
Manegement Plan es it affects the townsite of Rhyolite. | have received o
bulletin from the Friends of Rhyolite, of which | em a member, summarizing the
RMP so | om aware of some of the Plan's alternatives.

| urge you to select alternative 3 of the RMP and exercise every possible effort
{o save, protect and manoge the townsite of Rhyolite and the surrounding erea
(including the Bullfrog lownsite) and, when possible, squire private property
which 13 now within the townsite. |} alss urge you to work In conjunction with
ond support of the Friends of Rhyolite, who share my love for Rhyolite.

Rhyolite is a wondrous place rich in history, beauty and cullural value.
Rhyolite stands now as a reminder of our mining heritage in lhe west. With
your effort it will remain as such and live long fnto the future.

Thank you for your faverable attention to this matter.

Ken Atwater

5015 Sitce Lane
Spring, Tx. 77389-38SS




Glenn F. Adams

7217 Kennebunk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21244-1757

August 31, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

Re: Tonopah Area Resource Management Plan

As a frequent visitor to the Tonopah area I an especially concemed'maf the proppsed
Alternative 4 plan does not do enough to protect the Rhyolite townsite. As a \flsuor
from the Eastern United States, | can only begin to express the true joy | experienced
visiting Rhyolite. It is the epitome of the traditional” image of the Western ghost

town. To stand on the deserted sirest in front of the decaying bank building WITH NO
ONE ELSE THERE Is a treasured memory.

Please consider Alternative 3 as the favored plan since it does more to prolect the
area around Rhyolite from private ownership and future uncomplimentary development.

1 truly hope my grandchildren will get to visit an unspolied Rhyolite.

Sincerely,

s Vo

Glenn F. Adams

¢ Fxii840-4

Bureau of Landmanagement (BLM)
- RMF Comments

Tonopah Resource Area Manager
FO Box 911

Tonopah NV 89049 Hamburg, 8/30/93

Dear Sirs,

a3 a member of FRIENDS OF RHYOLITE, ! write you regarding to the
Tonopah Area Resource Management Flan which has ocbviously decicive
impacts on Rhyolite’'s historical character.

1 am very concerned about your intention ta open vast areas of
Rhyolite for private investment. Nevada has not many historic and
archeological sites that show so impressive the mining base of the
state’s welfare, 1 think you have an obligation to protect
Fhyolite’s unfalsified character as well as to restrict alil
commercial acttvities, mining claims etc. which could disturbe and
demol ish the dignity of the ruins. You should show all required
respect to your historical and cultural haritage. It would seem
this is not shown in your planning’s {ntentions and priorities.

I support the FRIENDS OF RHYOLITE in their efforts to stress the
most extensive protection of Rhyolite‘s historical character.
Therefore 1 beg you to prefer "alternative 3" of your management
plan instead of "altenative 4",

Flease et ma know how you will decide in that {ssue.

With best regards -~

o MLQQ&..
i jiﬁiul Nellen-




- -4

24

Burass of lard Hanggewarl
Zh1/paﬁ Asowee HArea
g} Ton‘?cu«é Mevoder.

f am it /ma 77/5 /eﬂef 75 /e?‘
ou o 7o) 7T 4 //.575—/5
AN WA Aty T g
ff you. Y fass. alternative . 3

L He  fsoarce A//cz/ujgw FPan .

KQ)'J% ypyfy/ L

510 Croel) Sie ./)/
Fallerbon, Al /’ 92633

25-2|¢

RM2? Commen<ts

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Marager
PO Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

Sept. 3, 1993
Dear Mr. Angle,

I am writing in response to the Tonopah R2ssurce Management Pian as
it pertains to R“yoli'e, Nevada. I applaud cre efforts of the BiM
to do more in the townsite of Rhyolite. Hcwever afzer l:cking over
the plan and realizing that this is a 20 year plan, i do no: feel
that the preferred aiternative is sufficient for the degree of
public interest in the townsite or for the protection needed by
that interest. For tha*t reascn I support strongly Alternative 3, My
part' ular ccrcerns are in the differerces betwe2n Alternative 3
and 4 over tne amount of land to ke considered in the townsize. 60
acres does nct begin tc csver tha area of habitation irn the
rownsite. It was olatted for over 420 acres and ruins stretch over
to the Bullfrog area and down to the county road.

Rhyolite is a very special place. It can be reached by passenger
car. It is on the bordar of an area that recelves over one million
visitors each year and that will expand in visitacion in the next
year if the Desert Protection Act passes. This will directly impact
visitation to Rhyolite. There is nowhere else in Death Valley where
peop.e can find the number of ruins that they can find in Rhyolite.
There is nowhere else clcse to Las Vegas where cne can find the
variation in architecture or the purity of the ghost town
area.Those two factors alone will ensure a steady visitation flow
into the town, In order to maintain that purity, the entire
territory of Rhyolite must be taken into account for BLM
protection. The Friends cf Rhyolite will work diligently to
acquire donations of land in this area if they beccme available and
we can afford it. However even if we were able to get the prize
jewel of all, the train depct, you couldn’t acquire it under the
present preferred alternative. Ary serjous effort in that town by
BLM must take the entire area into account.

There is grea® che'es“ in establisning a rzils te “rails bike path
cavering the olcd rallroad bed. The gpossibl 1 ty ¢f that tyce of
activity alse reeds to be addressed in the plan,




The interest in Rhyolite is not going to fade away. The interest
will only grow. Proper planning for that interest today will maxe
for a positive image of the agency and the townsite tomorrow.

Again, I thank you for the fact that this plan reflects an
increased interest in the townsite. But the interest needs to be
increased to endorse Alternative 3, not 4.

Yours Truly,

Kari Coughlin

Friends of Rhyolite
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TOIYABE EXPLORATION, INC.
14050 FOOTHILL ROAD, GOLDEN, CO 80401
(303) 278-2961

and the changing environmental conditions can all be
EUGENE J. MICHAL September 1, 1993 drawn together in an historlical whole.

PRESIDENT
Cf course, you'll say, we can't afford all that.
Bureau of Land Management - Ferhaps not, not at this time, but at least lets make
P. 0. Box 911 an effort to do the most we can to preserve the area.

Tonopah, NV 89049 Lets tie up 460 acres now, as in Alternative 3,
Dear Sirs: not the 60 acres proposed in Alternative 4.

As a descendant of Rhyolite pioneers, I am writing
to urge the BLA adoption of Altarnative 3 on the Tonopah
area Resource Management Plan as it pertalns to tha o
higtorical area of Rhyolite, Nevada. y "77//,/.2&,

Anycne vwhc has viewed the general area, studied its
history, compared its present status with early-day
phoiographs, and walked the off-road byways from Bullfrog
to the traln depot can appreciate the vast potential of
this historis district.

£ course, it will require special effort to presarve
the remaining historical artifacts, but the district should
be preserved as a whole, as an entity, not just the bottle
house and main street.

My father and mother lived in a half-tent on the
lowar ground east of the main sirzet and there were
hundreds of others in the szame area. While almost no
structures now exist there, that too is historic ground
and there are very likely undiscovered artifacts which
tall the s*tory of these everyday lives.

This is the importance of acquiring the larger area
proposed in alternate 3, so that a coherent picture can
be created and preservad of the whole community. We, and
I include both private interests and the BLM may not be
able to mount an exiensive program to develsp the
picture at this time for financial reasons, but some
time in tha future someons will. The least we can do is
to restrict access and preserve the physical remnants so
others can build on our plans. Further, as a mineral
explorationist it is my opinion that restricting or elim-
inating mineral development in the proposed area will
not produce any significant detrimental effect on the
economy of @entral Nevada cr on our national mineral needs.

One can easily envision a modast program of pathways
and street signs surveyed and laid out from Bullfrog past
the Bottle Hous2 to th2 train station with descriptive
markers polnting to and describirg the significant mires,
business houses, governmant buildings and residential
areas. And ultimately a visitor canter where tha story
of transportation, mining, watar supply, climate, ecology.

Sincerely yours,

FIELD OFFICE: 1417 HUMBOLOT STREET, RENO. NEVADA 89509
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Sept. 5, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area

To Whom It May Concern:
:ﬂ:? I would like to go on record as supporting
\\ ' Alternative # 3, in the break down of the Tonopah
Ak} ﬂ Area Resource Management Plan.
R
y

%\4 1 was born in the town of Rhyolite, so
. _'_‘ are made in the area.

R In Alternative # 3 the possibility exists

to acquire private lands in that area, such as
30 1 the train depot and other ruins.
Without all the area the town will always

e incomplete. Others could come in and set up
hops,

ok

-
2 g
n

Alternative # 3 does not effect current
e mining operations in Rhyolite. But it does
v\ 3 -5 open up the possibility for a BLM swap with the
Qa mining company for the train depot and also
p\ mining claims.

30_2 Could there be some mention in the plan for
scenic by way routes in the town site?

Because of my location I will not be able
o attend any of the meetings. I am most
interested and I hope you will keep me informed.

Sincerely

naturally I am very intrested in any changes that =:r: <. :

9/€/93

Dear Managzer:

I am writing to you about tre Tonopahk aree Resource Management Plan
as it pertaina to Rhyolite, Nevala. Allow me to first exz:zlain to you that
I am a menter of Frienla of Rayoliie ani tecame a merter tecause 1 have
2 speclal fondnezs for historic ghost towms, I am alsd a membter of Friends
of Podle, CA and hove mzile many visits to Rhyolite, Poile and seversl
Nevada ghost tovns anl near grost towns., It 1s so sal to return to a place
ani see the vanialism and destructlon that so many historlc sites have
endured over the years., It 1s also very encouragins to te a part of an
organization sucih as Frlerds of Rhyolite tnat is dedicatei to FIESERVING
enl protecting our history so that we may en}dy these wonierful hlstorie
towns and so may our chlldren and all future generations. 1I've teen a
subscriber for two years now to the Pahrump Valley Times for the sole
purpose of reziing an occasional article ani geeing an occasional photo
of Rhyolite, Until recently, I was a subacriter to tke Reese River Revellle
g0 I coull keep up with the news of Austin, Neveda and row even that oldest
continuously publishel newspaper of Nevada hes folded.

I want to express my utnost support of Alternative ttree of the
Tonopzh ares Resource Manazezent Plan, I telleve this ls the test alternatl-
recause of more land savel and protected and also leaves the possibility to
ecqgiire private land in the arez including the land the Tralin Depot is on
2s well as the Eullfrog rulns,

Lot me ask that comron sense rein supreme £s an exciting alternative
to the way most private, business, or government 1deas turn out. Won't
you join me in sayirg NO to an incomplete town of Rhyolite? Won't you
join me in saying NO ¢5 com=ercializing our history? Won't you join me
in an effort to see that common sense dictates our present and future
efforts to preserve our past?

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter and I hope to kear
from you regarding the outcome of tals matter.

Resvpectfully yours,

4(4/%{2@%
Willia® J. Miller

§120 E. 23th Street
Long Eeack, CA 90815
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STATE GOARD OF AQRICULTURE
M. KENT “Tia" HAFEN, Cuaiman
JAMES E. CONNELLEY

STATE OF NEVADA

808 MILLES " THOMAS W. BALLOW, Extcutive DirecTon
GOVERNOR > JACK N. ARMSTAONG, D.V.M, Dingcron
OIvViSION OF ANIMAL INDUSTAY
RCBEAT GRONOWSK!, Diaecror
DivisiOn 0F PLANT INDUSTRY

STEPHEN J. MAHONEY, Dmecron
D11310N OF BRAND INSPECTION

JOHN O COOPER

FREDERICK W. DRESSLER

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

HAROLD W. HALL

JAY P. HARRISON MaiLing Aooness—P.O. Box 11100
DONNELL J. RICHARDS

350 CARMTOL Huwt Avinue
ReNO, NEVADA 89510-1100 AEno, NLvAOA 09502

OARREL K. SOUTHWORTH TEL {702) 888-1180
. - JOHN H. WHITE FAX: (702) 888-1178
“ ", RONALD YAMAMQTO

September 8, 1993

|MP Comments

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 83049

Dear 8ir:

The Nevada Departament of Agriculture supports Alternative 4 with one suggested
anendment. There exists in the Tonopah Resource Area good agricultural land
and water which would support vegetable production. Vegetable production is
being crowded out of California due to urbanization and plant disease contami-
nation. The Tonopah Resource Area has the potential to be a good replaceaent
for the acreage being lost in California. Vegetable production would increase
the revenue generated in the State of Nevada. It will also benefit the econo-
ay of the Tonopsh area by providing jobs, purchase of power, fuel, equipment,
and supplies.

We recommend including the 3,810 acres within the silitary training route
immediately north of the Tonopah Test Range. This area has the most prime
ground for agricultural production. The crops that would be grown would not
ba elffected by jet noise and the fields would only contain the most field
workers during planting and harvesting.

Option 4 would benefit the Nevada economy and the citizens of our State.

Sincerely,

Dopirtens

Robert Gronowski, Director
Division of Plant Industcy

GERALD A. HAUSSER
454 WORCESTER DRIVE NE.
GRAND RAPIDS MI 49303

RMP CCMMENTS

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
TONOPAH RESOURCE AREA MANAGER
PO BOX 911

TONOPAH NV 89049

Good Morning!

Comes now a letter from the great state of Michigan, regarding
The Tonopah Area Resource Management Plan, soon to be discussed.
why is this guy in Michigan concerning himself about Tonopah
area matters? Well, as a matter of fact, since I've retired,

I sgend half the year in Henderscn, ard have beccme fascinated
with and suprortive of the efforts ongoing to preserve the
town of Rhyolite.

It is with reference to that interest that I write to urge
your consideration and support of Alternative 4 of the ment ioned
Plan.

As I review the provisions of Alternatives 3 and 4, it appears
that Alternative 4 best provides for the necessary protections
and future land acquisitions that would be in the best interests
of the continued and future well-belng of this historic site.

Of course, each of the Alternatives represents a step forward
{n favor of Rhyolite. However, it appears to me that the
implementation of Alternative 4 dces the best job!

Thanks for your consideration.

Sincerely,
~

;7
orys
Se—"

'GERALD A. HAUSSER

SEPTEMBER 2, 1993
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HAAS AND ASSOCIATES

Wine Glass Ranch
HC 60 Box 54802 Telephone: (702) 377-2388

Round Mountain. NV. 890:5-9801 Facsimlle: (702) 377-1003

Mr. Tep ANGLE

TonorPAH RESOURCE AREA MANAGER
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

PO Box 911

TonoPAH, Nevapa 89049

SePTEMBER 13, 1993

RE: THE TENOPAH ﬁE§OUB§E MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL

DeAr Tep,

BLM THE ABOVE REFERENCED PLAN WILL REMOYE ESSENTIALLY ALL OF THE
&SM‘*—SE 92614 LIVESTOCK FROM THE BLM LANDS IN NYE AND ESMERALDA COUNTIES IN THE

.ﬁNDPM{ FOLLOWING WAYS:

/Vf\)ffb‘/\mgieml | FORAGE UTILIZATION

‘1’7U0/W¥f A}L/ * THROUGH THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE PERCENTAGE
4 /) OF FORAGE USE IN CERTAIN "KEY"” AREAS, AND

IO 10 o T 1 Y THROUGH THE LOCATION OF THE MONITORING SITES WITHIN THOSE

CERTAIN KEY AREAS, AND

THROUGH THE LACK OF AVERAGING OF USE WITHIN THOSE KEY AREAS
WITH THE USE IN THE ENTIRE ALLOTMENT.

IT 1S COMMON KNOWLEDGE THAT LIVESTOCK WILL CONGREGATE ON OR
NEAR RIPARIAN AREAS, AND WHERE THERE IS SHADE, OR WATER, OR
SHELTER ON SOFT GROUND.  WHEREVER CATTLE CONGREGATE, THEY WILL
EAT ESSENTIALLY ALL OF THE READILY AVAILABLE FORAGE IN THE
IMMEDIATE AREA BEFORE MOVING OUT. THESE AREAS CONSTITUTE LESS
THAN 1% CF THE BLM LANDS IN NYE AND ESMERALDA COUNTIES.

No cow HAS EVER BEEN TRAINED TO EAT ONLY 55% OF A CLUMP OF
GRASS, AND NO MANAGEMENT PLAN HAS EVER BEEN DEVISED TO INSURE
THAT THE FORAGE IN THE AREAS OF CONGREGATION WILL BE EATEN
EVENLY WITH THE BALANCE OF THE OVERALL ALLOTMENT-

RESEARCH SPECIALISTS IN VESTED RIGHTS




REDUCING THE MUMBERS OF LIVESTOCK WILL NOT REDUCE THE
CONSUMPTION OF FEED ON THE PREFERRED AREAS. [N OTHER WORDS,
FEWER LIVESTOCK NUMBERS WILL STILL SIMPLY EAT ALL OF THE READILY
AVAILABLE FORAGE #IRST. FIFTY HEAD OF CATTLE WILL [MPACT THE
“XEY AREAS” EXACTLY THE SAME AS 500 HEAD OF CATTLE WILL:.

THE RMP AND EIS DOES NOT ADDRESS WHERE THE LOCAT]ON OF THE
MONITORING CAGES WILL BE. IF THEY ARE PLACED NEAR A “PREFERRED
AREA”, THEN THE UTILIZATION WILL ALWAYS BE OVER 65%.

THE FATE CF THE LIVESTOCK OPERATOR IS TOTALLY IN THE HANDS
OF THE "RANGE CONSERVATIONIST” WHO IS CONDUCTING THE STUDY. THE
FOREST SERVICE HAS ALREADY USED THIS MONITORING PROCEDURE YO
REMOVE LIVESTOCK FROM THE FOREST. UNLESS AVERAGING CF THE ENTIRE

MENT IS DONE, AND UNLESS THE "KEY SITES" ARE CHOSEN A
REASONABLE DISTANCE FROM NATURAL CATTLE CONGREGATION AREAS, THEN
THERE WILL BE NO CATTLE ON BLM LANDS IN NYE AND ESMERALDA
COUNTIES IN THE FUTURE.

INCREASED WILD HORSE USE

THE RiMP AND EIS GIVES NO ASSURANCE THAT EXCESS HORSES WILL
BE REMOVED OR THAT INCREASED NUMBERS WILL BE CURTAILED. In 1971,
THERE WERE FORTY-TWO HEAD OF HORSES ON THE SHEEP MOUNTAIN
ALLOTMENT, AND NOW THERE ARE 350 HEAD. IN 1971 THERE WERE NO

HORSES IN THE LONE_MOUNTAIN AREA, AND NOWw THERE ARS 150 HEAD,
EVEN AFTER 200 TO 300 HEAD WERE GATHERED- [N THE NorTH SMOKY
ALLOTMENT THE HORSES ARE NOW CONSUMING OVER 50% OF JIM BERG'S
AVAILABLE FEED-

EXCLUSTON AREAS

OnN PAGES 3 - 9, WE READ: "LIVESTOCK GRAZING HAS BEEN
EXCLUDED FROM "CRITICAL" WINTER RANGE FOR MULE DEER ON MOREY BENCH
AND TOIYABE BENCH". THE TOIYABE BENCH AREA IS ONE TO FIVE MILES
WIDE AND APPROXIMATELY FIFTEEN MILES LONG. THERE ARE OVER
FIFTEEN STOCKWATERS IN THIS AREA WHICH BELONG TO JIM BERG AND RO

LIVESTOCK-

1 wiLL NOT DWELL ON THE ABSURDITY OF THIS DECISION TO
EXCLUDE LIVESTOCK COMPETITION FOR FORAGE WITH MULE DEER, BUT I
WILL STATE UNEQUIVOCALLY THAT THE DENIAL OF USE OF THESE
STOCKWATERS IS A CLEAR VIOLATION OF THE FIFTH AMENDMENT OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES. THE RMP IGNORES THE SURJECT
OF TAKING PRIVATE STOCKWATER RIGHTS.

THANK YOU,

< C%%

CARL Haas J

RMP COMMENTS

BUERAU OF LAND MARAGEMENT
TONOPAR RESOURCE AREA MANAGER
P.O. BOX 911

TONOPAH, NV 89049

SEPT. 8, 199)

Recently my busband and 1 received a "Friends Of Rhyolite Special
Bulletin”, concerning the future of Rhyolite. After reading the
provided information we feel it would be better to put in place
the ALTERNATIVE 3. We realize and appreciate the help that the
Bureau of Land Managemeat has given ia the past and contioues to
give for Rhyolite's future.

It seems that the Uaited states is always ready to destroy its

past for the future, but without your past the future caa be very
bazy and unappreciated. We all need to koow how and what our
ancestors did and endured for our future. The plans that ALTERNATIVE
3 provide are very far reaching but in the loog run will be appreciated
by all of us who cherish our past and can see the past with our own
eyes and oot just pictures in a book. We have let too much of the
past in Nevada be destroyed or just left to the elements to be lost
FOREVER. Nevada had and still has a strong tie with California
history aod it is very interesting to see how they have intertwined
during the past decsdes and still do in the present time. We can
learn much about ourselves through the past.

Thank you for reading and listeniag to our comments. We hope that
you will take these thoughts in coasideratioa vhen making any fioal
decisions for Rhyolite. Remember ouce & building or monument is
gone it is goue FOREVER.

FRIENDS OF RHYOLIT
g LITE,
fidees J fﬂéén
: ]
n&) Ermi-Gom
1265 PULLMAN DR.
SPARKS, NV B9434-4045




President - Sec.-Treas.
Joel Biakesies X Jud Curran
7485 Star Hil . ‘ Y 4170 5L Clair Rosd
Sparks. Nevada 83438 Failon, Nevada 89408
Phone. 673-0900 . Phone: 8872239

Vice-President NEVADA Y TRAPPERS Fur Mansger

2778 Lone Tree B9, ASSOCIATION 1% o Posd

h’l,bn. Nevada 39408
hone 421821 ’
* ™ September 14, 1993 Phone: 887-2239

Fallon, Nevada 89406

*RMP® Conments

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Managor
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

Thank you for the opportunity to revisw and conrent en Praft
To Resour viropmenta

Statement. Following are our corments regarding above.

The above document is generally well done and appears to provide
trapping opportunities similar to what ve have enjoyed in the past.
There are hovevar some areas that may be cause for concern.

First we vant to point out that trapping and hunting of animals
for their pelt values is a historic and traditional use of lands
throughout Nevada. Modern trapping and hunting of furbearers

18 controlled and regulated by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.

We are unable to find trapping or hunting of furbearers mentlioned
in the report vith tre exception of some referénces to predator
control. Also there 1s no indication regarding management of
furbearing resources.

Areas to be disposed of are of concern to us. They may havse
value from the standpoint of animals themselves or may provide
access to trapping areas. These values should be considered
vhen arnd if are=s for disposal are considered.

We note there may be some seasonal restrictions placed on use of
vinter deer ranges, bighorn lambing areas and eage grouse areas
4in late winter. The bobcat season in some years extends into the
first veek of March., Our experiemce indicates that there is no
negative impact to the above animals by our presence as the visit
1s usually by a single trapper for a very brief period.

Prasident
Joet Blakesiee . Juar Curran
7455 Stae Ml X 4170 St Clair Road
Sparks, Nevada 89438 . Fallon, Nevada §94068
Phone $73-0900 . R % u Phone 867.2229

NEVADA A MUES 1oaooeRs

2775 Lone Tren Pl ASSOCIATION

Falon. Nevada 894C8

FPhone 423-0288

It 1s distressing to sone of our trappers to find roads and trails
degraded by vehicle races or events to the extent that they are
very difficult to travel, Attention to this problem would be
greatly appreciated,

Sincerly,

zEve

Joel Blakeslee
President
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Clinton & Ellen Boehringer
21888 Vaughn Road
Veneta, Oregon 97487

September 14 1993

Resource Management Plan Comments

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Manager;

Dear Manager,

As Friends of Rhyolite, and a couple greatly concerned
with the preservation of the town site for future generations,
we urge the B. L. M, not to adopt a policy that shuts out the
opportunity to acquire more of the land now privately owned,
and adjacent to, or within the town site. While we are not
in total agreement with either of the Resource Management plans
we would strongly advise the adoption of plan #3 rather than
#4, as #3 leaves the option open to acquire more of these parcels
of land, by purchase, trade, or any other reasonable means,
when they become available., We believe the B. L. M. should
adopt a policy that gives them the option of making decisions
as to the acquisition of these lands, if and when they become
available,

Sincerely

_gllnton‘zzizyinqer

s /"

e ot

Ellen Boehringer ///"”—__"
a 1 /‘, ] .

A sty &

%

b

Twin Springs Ranch
HC 76 Box 1100
Tonopah, Nevada ~
89C49

September 19, 1933

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada

89049

“RMP COMMENTS"
Virtually every page of the Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Envirommental

Impact Statement contains unrealistic, unscientific and at times ridiculous
management ideas and misinformation.

The Twin Springs Ranch has operated a thriving livestock business within the
Reveille Allotment for over 100 years, and at no time has this ranch ever nesded
the BLM to tell them how to manage the range in a stabile to improving condition
which is satisfactory on a sustained yield basis.

Our main objective has always been and will continue to be to operate under good
management practices as stewards of the range, This is obvious when you consider
the forage that was available to the wild horse population that reached 2306 head
in 1984. Had we not been good managers prior to the governments mismanagement
of the wild horses feed would not have been available for over 11 years for
cattle and horses. One has only to look over the fence that divides the Reveille
allotment from the Nellis Bombing Range in order to observe the BLM'S managemant
practices on their wild horse range.

Due to the lack of time allowed to assess the Tonopah Resource Management Plan
and the fact that it contains an overwhelming abundance of misinformation and
unrealistic management practices, we submit the following comments and reserve
the rLg}‘\tlto comment later when time allows a more thorough review by us or a
court of law.

Other comments will be submitted under separate cover.
1. We prefer alternative #1 (NO ACTION)

2. Ve were informed at the scoping meeting that this document would not contalin
any livestock grazing management and after reviewing the document we find this
statement to be a blatant lie.

3. Memorandum (BLM KOU 1600-NEV-151) was never followed as stated on pg- 1-2
"Relationship to BLM and Other Policies, Plans and Programs”. See exhibit 1.

4. pg. 1-5 This plan in not consistent with U.S. Constitutlon, the N.R.S.
N7e County Land Use Plan. ) S-sand the

5. pg. 2-1 Not all Alternatives are legally feasible and teachnically possible.

6. pg. 2-16 Wild horse and burros, the statement that the BLK w

water whan it "becomes available” is an attempt to eal ptLv-t:Iv:n::s:og:L:::
citizens of Nevada. Only after the BLM has put these citizens out of business
would the water become "available”. The public water ceservation is not
:ppllclblc to the use of horsas which are subject to the Wild Horse and Burro
ct.

7. If you want public access via Byways to less frequented publlc lands why
create " Road less” Wilderness?
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8 pg. 2-24 #667 Development of water should be left to the private owner of the
water source and would be available to wildlife under 1981 N.R.S.. Preventative
predator control is a management tool that is imperative to the livestock
industry and wildlife.

9. pg. 2-25 #3566 BLM can't acquire already appropriated water for trout. 1f the
road crosses the stream even once a 300 ft. non-vehicle area is not possible, nor
Le it possible in a narrow canyon creek bed. What makes you think Hoores Station
is for sale? .

10. pg. 2-26 #4 fludes again to public water reserves and the BLH'e
appropriative water attempt when "available" leads us to believe that it is the
intent of the BLM to steal the water when the livestock operator is forced out
of business.

11. pg. 2-27 #3-c¢ By eliminating grazing within a one quarter mile of said
springs the BLM would be denying use of private watsrs.

12. pg. 2-30 ACEC eludes again to the taking of private land, water,mineral and
oll rights.

13. pg. 2-33 Wilderness Study Areas that are released and managed tor primitive
valves does not return them to multiple use. Determination #1 contains the same
non-use stipulations found in wilderness study areas.

14. pg. 2-34 &35 1Implies a taking of private water rights.

15. pg. 2-39 The acquisition of non-consumptive water rights for ACECs i3 a
water rights taking.

16. pg. 2-43 #4 The government already owns over 98% of the resoucrce area, they
don,t need any more land to take off the county tax roll. This implies a private
land taking.

17. pg. 2-47 Releasing wilderness study areas into primitlive valve areas is not
opening them for multiple use.

18. pg. 2-54 We will not fence our privately owned and developed spring sources.
Have you preformed a TIA on this plan? The Nevada Statute only requires us to
water wildlife on sources developed after 1981.

19. pg. 3-7 Your plan states that Eden Creek as S miles of stream habitat, when
in fact at one time BLK would not allocate base water because there was not
enough water!

20. pg. 3-10 Wild Horse and Burro census data is inaccurate for the Revellle
allotment,see exhibit. #2

21. pg. 3-28 Net ranch income is closer to $1.00 not $5.25 per AUM, This data can
be found in study compiled by John Nalivka for the Twin Springs Ranch.

22. 3-29 We object to the inaccurate figures used to depict employment by major
industries and income to Nye Co. i.e. Mining and Recreation.

23. Proposed range improvement projects Appendix 5. We have no idea what theses
projects pertain to on the Reveille Allotment.

24. Current forage allocation. Uses inaccurate data.

25. Allotment categorization. The Revelille Allotment is not in unsatisfactory
condition.

In closing we fael that the Tonopah Resource Management Plan as a whole contains
numerous attempts to confiscate private property and enact more government

A

regulation. A quote from George P. Wills sums up our opinion "The goal is to get
government to do what it does better, or less offensively, so that the public
will let it do aven more. But government does so much so badly because it Ls
trylng to do much to much. The federal government is doing many things that no
government can or should do, or that scme other level of government would do
bettec".

Too much of our time is already spent justifying bureaucratic idiocy in order for
us to provide food for the Amerlcan people.

Joe B. FPallini Jr.

5;2::An L. Fallini ’

]
o
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FALLINI AND BEN COLVIN (excerpts from original letter)

cLl

Page 1 - The Order 3 Soil Survey information for the
Tonopah Resource Area is not presented in the Tonopah
Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (Tonopah DRMP-EIS). An Order 3 Soil Survey is
a general survey which usually classifies soils to the
“soil series" level of classification. Such baseline
information is necessary to evaluate land use potential,
to establish the potential natural plant community (PNC)
and to develop reclamation plans. Without this baseline
soil information, the ecological status (range
condition), land use potential and other important
information cannot be determined or evaluated.

Page 1 - The areas identified as A in Watershed 18 on Map
3, which are located within the southeastern corner of
the Reveille Allotment, do not exhibit accelerated
erosion. The is generally steeper terrain including
foothills and a mountain range. This area receives lower
utilization levels than the valley bottoms. These areas
have perennial grass cover. Any observed erosion is due
to processes rather than man-made factors.

Page 1 - An erosion control seeding would be beneficial
in the area identified as A in north end of Watershed 12
on Map 3 (Stone Cabin Allotment). Much of this area is
a virtual monoculture of Big Sagebrush.

Page 1 - The area identified as B in the north end of
Watershed 12 (Stone Cabin) does not exhibit accelerated
erosion. Much of this area is composed of Black Sage
sites which are shallow, gravelly sites with 1low
potential. Any observed erosion is due to natural
factors, such as the low potential for perennial grass
cover. Seedings or other projects in this area may
disturb existing vegetative cover and increase erosion.

Page 1 - The area identified as A in Watershed 12, just
west of Warm Springs and north of Four-Mile Spring,
exhibits little, if any, accelerated erosion. Most of
this particular area does not have sufficient gradient
for significant erosion. Locations within this area with
little vegetative cover appear to be a result of salinity
problem rather than man-related activities such as
livestock grazing. Seedings in such areas will probably
fail.

Page 1 and 2 - The areas identified as A and B in
Watershed 12 west of Stone Cabin and Five Mile Ranch do
not exhibit accelerated erosion. Perennial grasses such
as Needleandthread, Indian ricegrass and Squirreltail are
abundant. These areas usually receive slight (1-20%) or
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] light (21-40%) utilization levels.

Page 2 - The area identified as B in Watershed 12 in the
southwest corner of Stone Cabin Allotment between Black
Butte and Reed Ranch does not exhibit accelarated
erosion. The area receives slight and 1light use.
Perennial grasses such as Indian Ricegrass are abundant.
The impacts of man-related activities are minimal.

Page 3 - The current vegetal conditions in the affected
environment should be described in terms of seral stages
of ecological status and current trend (direction of
change) in sajid status, Descriptions of current vegetal
conditions should be made for each major vegetation type
in the resource area as well 23 on an allotment by
allotment basis.

Page 3} - The Tonopah Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) states on page 3-2 that Salt Desert Shrub range
sites are fair to poor range for big game species. This
is contrary to the habitat conditions reported for big
game species under the heading of "Wildlife Habitat" on
page 3-3 of the Tonopah DRMP-EIS (see below).

Page 3 - The Tonopah DRMP-EIS fails to describe the
current Visual Resource Management (VRM) situation in the
resource area, or to provide a map showing the location
of the current VRM class boundaries. The Visual Resource
Map of the 1981 Tonopah Grazing EIS (attached as Exhibjit
1) needs to be added to the Tonopah DRMP-EIS to show the
current VRM situation that exists in Northern Nye county.
In addition, a map depicting the situation that exists in
Esmeralda and Southern Nye counties also needs to be
included in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS.

Page 4 - There is no standard cited in the Tonopah DRMP-
EIS for these determinations but it is assumed the BLM
Manual Transmittal Sheet 6630~ Big Game Studies (Release
# 6-41) was implemented to formulate these conclusions
(attached as Exhibit 3). The Tonopah DRMP-E1S should
confirm such assumption. In addition, it is important to
note that, for pronghorn antelope, the aforementioned
document only ranks pronghorn antelope habitat into the
following 3 categories: poor, fair, and good.

Page 4 - Based on the habitat conditions reported for
rmule deer in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS (see above), it is
contradictory to report on page 3-1 of that same docunent
that mule deer habitat in the southern two-thirds of the
resource area is considered marginal. 1In addition, it is
also incorrect to report on pages 3-3 and 3-4 of the
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT section that "heavy use of important
browse species by 1livestock have contributed to
deterioration of some winter range.® Livestock grazing
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is currently prohibited on the Toiyabe Bench (8127 acres)
and the Morey Bench (1000 acres), which, according to the
Tonopah DRMP-EIS, are where the largest concentrations of
mule deer presently congregate on winter range.

Page 5 - The Tonopah DRMP-EIS reports on page 3-4 that
there is "potential habitat" for the threatened plant,
the spring-loving centaury (Centaurjum namophilum), which
vappears to require the springs and riparian areas of the
Amargosa River drainage." However, the Code of Federal
Regulations (50 CFR Ch.1, 17.96 [a), 10-1-92 Edition, pp.
243-244) designates the critical habitat for the spring-
loving centuary and such designation does not include the
Amargosa River drainage (see attached Exhibit 4).

Page 5 - Map 19 referenced on page 3-5 of the Tonopah
DRMP-EIS reports that the USFWS has classified 70,600
acres at the south end of the resource area as Non-
Intensive Category III desert tortoise habitat. This
representation of desert tortoise habitat is incorrect
for two reasons.

1. The Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR Ch.1,
17.95{c}, 10-1-92 Edition, p. 208) designates no
critical habitat for the desert tortoise in Nevada
(see attached exhibit 5).

2. An undated "Full Force and Effect Decision" (cover
attached as Exhibit 6) imposed on Colvin Cattle
Company, Inc., by BLM (GR No. 6123), indicates that
the Non-Intensive Category 1I1 desert tortoise
habitat on the Montezuma Allotment is smaller than
the area reported on Map 19 of the Tonopah DRMP-
EIS. -

Finally, the Tonopah DRMP-EIS states that desert tortoise
habitat in indirectly impacted by loss of cover, change
in vegetation, and compaction of soils in areas where
livestock concentrate. This statement is misleading
because the Tonopah DRMP-EIS offers no evidence to
support that livestock or any other herbivore impact
tortoises in this planning area. In addition, little it
any livestock use occurs in the tortoise area within this
planning area, so any impact to tortoises within this
planning area is unrelated to livestock grazing.

Pages 5 and 6 - Maps 18 and 19 referenced on page 3-5 of
the Tonopah DRMP-EIS 1list category II(C2) plants and
animals that occur throughout the resource area.
However, the legends of these maps combine both plants
and animals in their representation of C2 species.
Therefore, it is impossible to tell which €2 species
(plant or animal) occur within the Reveille and Stone

43-16

43-17

cabin allotments as they are presented in the Tonopah
DRMP-EIS. 1In addition, there is no mention of C2 species
(plant or animal) occurring within the Reveille or Stone
cabin allotments in previous documents that are
referenced by the Tonopah DRMP-EIS. No C2 species were
reported by the Tonopah DRMP-EIS, or by previous
documents cited in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS, to reside within
the Wagon Johnnie allotment.

The following €2 plant species were reported to reside on
the Montezuma allotment in a draft allotment evaluation
(AE) conducted by BLM on August 8, 1993: black wooly-pod
(Astragalus funerus), spring parsley (Cymopterus ripleyi
var. sanuculojdesg), dune pen3temon (Penstemon '
and P. pahutensis. In addition to the desert tortoise,
which is listed as a threatened species, the following C2
animal species were reported to reside on the Montezuma
allotment according to the Augqust 8, 1993, draft AE:
Amargosa toad (Bufo nelsoni), Oasis Valley speckled dace
( osculug ssp., and the ferruginous hawk
(Buteo regalis).

Page 6 -~ Much of the area that is listed in Table 3C and
jdentified with a "1i" on Map 18 within the Reveille,
Stone Cabin and Wagon Johnnie Allotments is
inappropriately identified as riparian habitat. A
riparian area is defined in the Glossary of the Tonopah
DRMP-EIS on page Glossary-10 as follows:

"An area of land directly influenced by permanent
water. ... Excluded are such areas as ephemeral
streams or washes that do not exhibit the presence
of‘:e?etation dependent upon free water in the
soil.?’

Clear Creek (Wagon Johnnie Allotment) and Breen Creek
{Stone Cabin Allotment) are ephemeral streans.
Approximately 80% of the 4 miles of Eden Creek (Reveille
Allotment) identified in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS s
ephemeral. Breen Creek, Clear Creek and approximately
80% of Eden Creek do not contain riparian areas because
the streams are ephemeral and dry up during the summer.

The portion of Clear Creek within the BLM administered
lands does not support Brook and Rainbow Trout. Clear
Creek was completely dry (within BLM lands) during 1991
and 1992, Clear Creek may contain brook trout and
rainbow trout within Forest Service Administered lands.
However, there are no fisheries within BLM lands in Wagon
Johnnie Allotment.

Pages 9 and 10 - The description of primitive setting in
Appendix 12 is different than the definition of primitive

area listed below. The descriptions listed in Appendix

e T I e e




12 for the recreation opportunity spectrum settings are
not found in the regulations.

Primitive area is defined in 43 CFR 8352.0-5(b) as
follows:

"primitive area means an area that is composed of
natural, undeveloped lands that are essentially
unaffected by civilization and located where the
natural environment can be preserved by management
of recreation activities and exclusion of
additional roads and commercial developments,"

The identification of Semi~-Primitive Non-Motorized and
Semi-Primitive Motorized settings on Maps 43 and 44, for
the following 6 areas (Palisade Mesa, east of Charlie’s
Well, Reveille, Kawich, Rawhide and Stonewall) are not
reflective of the descriptions in Appendix 12.

Page 13 - Forage production potential (1lbs/acre in PNC)
rather than ecological status is responsible for the lack
of fire in the Tonopah Resource Area. Average annual
precipitation in much of the resource area is 4 to §
inches. With so 1little precipitation, the potential
vegetative production does not result in sufficient fuel
loading and continuity for fires.

Page 13 - Private lands within Nye County are
significantly less than 26% implied on the bottom of page
3-27. Only 5.4% of Nye County is privately owned
(reported to us by the Nye County Assessors office).

Pages 13 and 14 - The rarket value of grazing permits is
a result of factors such as the permittee’s investment of
range improvements, water rights, historical use and
private land dependency. The cost for grazing on public
land far exceeds the private lease rates. See Exhibit 10
- Intermountain Resource Economics Report entitled
“Rangeland Reform 94: A Policy Designed to Insure the
Demise of the Western Range Livestock Industry" written
by John S. Nalivak dated September 1, 1993, The
estimated net income for ranches in the area is less than
$5.25 per AUM.

The estimated recreation days in the Tonopah Resource
Area of 99340 is overstated. Many of the activities such
as rock hounding, exploring and photography occur during
the same outing. Therefore one person going out on
public lands in their 4-wheel drive for one day could
have 4 user days of recreation if they took a picture,
picked up a rock and went to an area they never had been
before (Off-Highway Vehicle, Photography, Exploring and
Rock Hounding). 1In addition, people who respond to such
surveys are interested in the subject and their

participation would be correspondingly higher than
average. Therefore, the survey respondents will have
higher public land recreation participation than the
average of the county citizens. To the extent that
survey responses have been used as a basis or multiplier
for projecting total user days, then recreation days have
been significantly overstated.

Page 15 - The introduction of bighorn sheep is proposed
in the following habitat areas: Hot Creek, Goldfield,
Amargosa, Montezuma, Silver Peak, Sawtooth, Bare
Mountain, and Gold Mountain (see Maps 14 and 17). The
Tonopah DRMP-EIS is confusing and misleading here because
while the Goldfield habitat area is referred to in the
text as being a proposed bighorn introduction site (pg.
2-2), it is not identified as such on Map 17,
Conversely, the Stonewall and Lone Mountain habitat areas

‘are not referred to in the text as being proposed bighorn

introduction sites (pg. 2-2), but are identified as such
on Map 17.

Page 16 ~ 2. Appendices 6 and 7 in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS
need to show both livestock forage allocations from
applicable land use plan documents, and initial stocking
levels that are consistent with current active
preferences. A column showing 1livestock forage
allocations from applicable land use plan documents needs
to be added to Appendices & and 7. 1Initial stocking
levels reported in Rppendices 6 and 7 need to be changed
to be consistent with current active preference. The
additions and changes needed for the Reveille, Stone
Cabin, Wagon Johnnie, and Montezuma allotments are
summarized below.

Livestock
t

Initial Livestock
Allotment {e) a '
Reveille 25,730 25,730
Stone Cabin’ 15,572 13,963
Wagon Johnnie’ 1,219 1,219
Montezuma 10,900 10,668

Page 16 - The Tonopah DRMP-EIS indicates that future
stocking levels within each allotment will be based on
short-term and long-term monitoring data, but fajils to
define short-term and long-term. Short-term monitoring
should be defined as monitoring over a period of at least
5 years. Long-term monitoring should be defined as
monitoring over a period of 10 or more years.

Page 17 - 6. Range improvement projects for Northern Nye
county were proposed in the Tonopah Grazing EIS of 1981,
not in the Tonopah MFP as is stated in the Tonopah DRMP-
EIS. Furthermore, many of the proposed projects listed
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in Appendix 5 of the Tonopah DRMP-EIS were amended though
Experimental Stewardship Plans and Rangeland Program
Summaries. Appendix 5 needs to be rewritten to reflect
such amendments.

This sentence (above) is inconsistent with 43 CFR 4110.3-
2(b).

The following words in this section on page 2-5 are
contrary to the rest of the determinations and should be
stricken.

pPage 17 - 1. The Reveille, Stone Cabin, Little Fishlake,
Bullfrog, Goldfield, Lone Mountain/Paymaster, Montezuma
and Stonewall Herd Management Areas (HMAs) listed on Maps
22 and 23 of the Tonopah DRMP-EIS are not the 1971 wild
horse and burro herd areas. The HMAs presented on Maps

-, or as adjusted through the monitoring, evaluation
and adjustment process."

22 and 23 are much larger than the 1971 herd areas. The Page 29 =~ Apparently this section, relates to the
1971 herd areas for the Reveille, Stone Cabin, and Wagon discussion of accelerated erosion in the Solils section of
Johnnie allotments are attached as Exhibits 7, 8, and 9. the Affected Environment on page 3-1. Accelerated

The 1971 herd areas for the Montezuma Allotment were
established in the Esmeralda Management Framework Plan
dated July 30, 1976. The Esmeralda Management Framework

Plan established only the Goldfield and Crater Flat Burro
43‘25 Area (Bullfrog) as HMA’s in the Montezuma Allotment, and
prohibited the creation of additional HMA’s within the
planning unit. The Lone Mountain/Paymaster HMA consisted
of private horses which remained in Paymaster Canyon in
1971. These horses did not use any of the Montezuma
Allotment in 1971.

erosion is defined as an increase in soil erosion
associated with human activities relative to changes in
vegetation cover and/or the physical properties of the
soil (pp. 153 in Grazing Management An Ecological
Perspective, R.K. Heitschmidt and J.W. Stuth (Eds.)
Timber Press, Portland, OR]. Maps 3 and 4 didentify
43-28 portions of certain watersheds that BLM has stated

exhibit accelerated erosion. The area identified as A on
Map 3 within Reveille Allotment does not exhibit
accelerated erosion. Most areas selected for erosion
control projects in Stone Cabin Allotments do not exhibit
accelerated erosion. Only the seeding on Willow Creek on
the northern end of the Stone Cabin Allotment and on the
DLE lands south Five Mile Ranch have merit,

2. The initial herd sized given in Table 2-A for
Bullfrog, Goldfield, Lone Mountain/Paymaster,
Montezuma and Stonewall HMAs reflect the forage
allocations from the November 1984 Esmeralda-
Southern Nye RMP-EIS. However, such Table 2-A
values may not represent populations that will

result in a thriving ecological balance.

Page 29 - The objective stated in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS is
"To maintain or improve the condition of the vegetative
resource", The Tonopah DRMP-EIS fails to define
"condition". Condition of the vegetation in the resource
area should be evaluated in terms of seral stages of
ecological status. Ecological status is an ecological
rating which compares the existing vegetation on a site
43-29 to the Potential Natural Community (Nevada Range Studies

Task Group. 1984. Nevada rangeland monitoring handbook,
pp. 6). Ecological status is the most objective rating
of vegetal condition that is currently available in the
science of resource management. Ecological status should

be the standard upon which resource condition evaluations
are based.

page 19 - 1. Forage allocations rather than initial
stocking levels were established for livestock and wild
horses/burros in the Tonopah NFP and the Esmeralda-
Southern Nye RMP. Such forage allocations are listed in
the tables above and must not be used in this Tonopah
DRMP-EIS as initial stocking levels. The forage
allocations are not valid existing management for this
Tonopah DRMP-EIS. Livestock forage allocations have been
43-26 modified by monitoring and BLM decisions. Active
preference 1is the valid existing management for
livestock. The thriving natural ecological balance
number is the valid existing management for wild horses
and burros.

Page 30 - The objective stated in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS is
"To designate VRM classes and to manage to maintain
existing scenic qualities". Such designations have
already been made for Northern Nye county in the Tonopah
43 Grazing EIS of 1981, VRM designations were not

-30! identified as an issue during the scoping process or in
the section on pages 1-2 and 1-~3 of the Tonopa DRMP-EIS,

Step 1: Planning Process Overview, Identification of
issues.

Page 28 - 5. The first sentence in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS
for this section on page 2-5 is wrong and contrary to the
law. The incorrect sentence is given below:

43-27 "When monitoring data show that grazing use is causing
an unacceptable level or pattern of use, or exceeds the
carrying capacity, such use will be reduced."
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Page 31 - Determination #6 on page 2-30 states, "maintain
antelope habitat in good or better condition..." This,
again, is an unachievable goal for the reasons stated
above. But beyond those reasons, the goal to "maintain
antelope habitat in good or better condition..." is
obviously unattainable because BLM Manual Transmittal
Sheet 6630 - Big Game Studies (Release # NV 6-41) only
ranks pronghorn antelope habitat into the following 3
categories: poor, fair, and good (see attached). The
question becomes then, how can one achieve habitat
conditions that are above and beyond what the technique
is capable of producing?

Page 32 - This objective is not valid. It is not based
on anything. There is no baseline information for
vproper functioning condition." The definition for
proper functioning condition on Glossary-10 is based on
changes in attributes rather than specific attribute
levels. It is impossible to change an attribute forever.
The glossary definition is meaningless. The words
reduced, improved, increased, productive and diverse in
the Glossary definition of "proper functioning condition"
do not provide the information necessary to establish
what proper functioning conditjon is. As an example,
from what erosion level to what different level does the
term "reduce erosion" refer.

Page 32 - 1. Most of the streams identified on Map 18
and in Table 3-C for Reveille, Stone Cabin and Wagon
Johnnie Allotments are not perennial and are not riparian
areas based on the definition in the Glossary.

Clear Creek (Wagon Johnnie Allotment) and Breen Creek
(Stone cCabin Allotment) are ephemeral streams.
Approximately 80% of the 5 miles of Eden Creek (Reveille
Allotment) identified in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS is
ephemeral. Breen Creek, Clear Creek and approximately
80% of Eden Creek do not contain riparian areas because
the streams are ephemeral because they dry up during the
summer.

Page 33 - The streambank cover and stability ratings are
subjective ratings based on a Nevada State BLM Manual
Supplement NSO 6-38 dated January 25, 1978. These
specific monitoring techniques are outdated and are not
used in the natural resource science or profession.

Page 33 - 5. Clear Creek (Wagon Johnnie Allotment) is
ephemeral within BLM lands. It does not contain any
trout habitat. Any trout that may be found in Clear
Creek are located in Forest Service administered lands.
Acquiring minimum water flows for Clear Creek is not
appropriate since the stream naturally dries up on BLM
lands during most summers.

Page 34 - 1. The range condition classifications in
Appendix 8 are undefined and are not appropriate.
Appendix 8 includes classifications of range condition
for pllotments as satisfactory, unsatisfactory or
undefined. There is no definition of range condition
within the Tonopah DRMP-EIS. We assume range condition
in Table 8 means ecological status. There is also no
definition in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS for satisfactory or
unsatisfactory range condition. There is no baseline
ecological status information within the Tonopah DRMP-EIS
to evaluate the classifications of range condition in
Appendix 8.

The unsatisfactory range condition classifications in
Table 8 for Reveille, Stone Cabin and Wagon Johnnie
Allotments are not appropriate. Montezumpa Allotment
range condition was not defined. Ecological status data
for Reveille and Stone Cabin Allotments were available
from BLM allotment evaluations. Such data indicated that
the majority of these allotments were in the late seral
or Potential Natural community (PNC) stages. This
corresponds to good and excellent range condition using
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) terminology. Five
percent or less of these allotments were reported to be
in the early seral stage, which is equivalent to poor
range condition. The percentages for each seral stage
are given below:

Sera) Stage Reveille
PNC 23 2%
Late 59% 493
Mid 27% 38y
Early 1% 5%
Unclassified 11% 63

Page 35 - Table 8 also inappropriately rates management
of allotments as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. The
Tonopah DRMP-EIS doces not define satisfactory or
unsatisfactory management. Therefore, such
classifications in Table 8 have no meaning and should be
stricken. BLM monitoring studies have shown that trends
in Reveille, Stone Cabin and Wagon Johnnie allotments are
ctable to improving'.

Page 36 - Since livestock grazing was not a scoping
issue, the allotments should not have been reclassified
into new management categories by the subject process.

Page 36 - 2. The draft RMP states that livestock use
will be excluded from Clear Creek. The portion of Clear
Creek that is managed by the BLM is ephemeral and does
not exhibit characteristics that qualify it as a riparian
area. Clear Creek should not be managed as a riparian




area and therefore does not need to be fenced.

Page 37 - The Tonopah DRMP-EIS determinations, through
OHV restrictions and ROS designations, effectively
creates wilderness status within WSA‘s prior to release
by congress and creates wilderness status in areas that
were not previously identified as having wilderness
attributes for the purposes of wilderness study. Such
determinations conflict with the stated objectives.

page 38 - 1. Determinations in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS
designate Primitive and Semi-primitive Non-motorized
areas within WSA’s and in areas that are not currently
WSA’s. These designations effectively create wilderness
status within WSA’s prior to release by Congress and
create wilderness status in areas that were not
previously identified as having wilderness attributes for
the purposes of wilderness study. Such determinations
conflict with the stated objective.
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September 20, 1993

Ted Angle,

Tonopah Area Resource Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah,

Nevada 89049

RE: RMP Comments
Montezuma Allotment

Dear Tad:

As you know I have the Montezuma Allotment and my concern is
with the numbers in the HMA and the area enccmpassed in the
HMA .

In 1948, 1969, 1970, and 1971 thera were no burros at Golad
Bar (Mud) Spring ard only on rare occasion would a horse wan-
der over from the Death Valley National Monument to water at
Gold Bar (Mud) Spring.

The big increase in burro numbers came after Highway 95 was
fenced and the Monument was fenced.

Tnis was also the case in the Goldfield HMA after the BLM
constructed the fence between the BLM and bombing range, a
large number of horses that had sometimes watered on the west
side of that new fence broke through that fence and have re-
amined there to this date.

The numbers given for horses (13) on Stonewall is acceptable
t> me but not the number of burros, in 1968, 1969, 1970, and
1971 there were nc burros in Stonewall or Ralston Well.

The HMA at Beatty should not extend any further west than the
top of the Bullfrog Eills. All the burros in the Beatty area
were up and down the Oasis Vvalley.

The Goldfield HMA should use the map of 1984 because it does

not include as much of the private land east of Goldfield as
the 1975 map does.

continued
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page 2

The Lone Mountain Paymaster HMA should not take in any of
45—4 the Montezuma allotment, in fact, there should nct be a Lone
Mountain Paymaster HMA.

In 1971 all of those horses on Lone Mountain in Paymaster
Canyon were domestic. The rancher that had that allotment
had a permit for horses. He never even allowed them in the
Sspringdale canyon area of the Alkali flat.
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I believe there should be mention of Red Brome grass in the
Gold Bar (Mud) Spring area and also there is cheat or needle
grass there. 1 realize these are annuals but those two gras-
ses produce a big majority of the feed in the late winter and
all spring.

Thank you for your attention to my concerns and comments.
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MRRC

Mining Remedial Recovery Company

| B

6501 East Grant Rd., Suite L * Tucson, Arizona 35715

Scplember 21, 1993

RMP Comments

Burcan of Land Muanagement
Tonopah R ve Area M.
P.O. Box 9L1

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Re: Comments by Angst, Inc. on the Tonupah Resource Management Plan and
Favirmaenial Saknen

Dear Sig/Mudam:

The following should be considered as additional ¢ by Angst, Inc. to those given at the public
mecting in Tuonupah, August 26, 1993,

Angst, Inc. suongly urges that Allemative 1, the no action altemative, be selected for future management
of the Tonopah Resource area. Angst is of the opinion that the BLM bas successfully managed its
responsibility very well under the existing plan.

The preferted al ive, ber 4, does not, as stated in the draft plan, "provide for the develvpment of
renewable and ana-cenewable resuurces.” Indeed, Altemative #4 would impose <o many additional
restrictiuns on land use as to make mining virtually impossible in the casc of the Rhyolite arca

Angst is the holder of o number of unpatented claims in the Rhyolite asea including the 61 aczes that
Al ive 4 would desig as an ACEC. Angst is also the owner of substantial fee holdings
contiguous to the propused 61 acre ACEC.

The designation of an ACEC literally in the middle of this large. expensive lund position in a highly
mineradized area would essentially preclude the intended and bighest usc of this property-mizing. This,
would of coeese, significandy if not completely. eliminuate any value the land may have as a mining
property.

Even utough the BLM acknowledge in the draft plan that the proposed ACEC site at Rhyulite is covercd
with unpatenied mining claims (3-17) and that the claimant bas fegal right to explure. develop and mine;
the use of the surface would be controlied in such a way as 10 make mining unacceptable. This would
effectively negate the value of this property as a potential mineral producer.

It is fallacious to state, as the draft plan does, that 1o significant ncgative economic impact will resuit
from these propascd changes. The inability of the claim bolder to use a stsategically imporant property
such as the proposed ACEC area could easily preclude the development of a mine. This would certainly
have a negative economic impact.

Telephone (602) 722.3995 + FAX (602) 296-7378

Also, # is cquadly foolish to believe that the additionat cost fur the proposcd through
Alicmitive 4 will not “influence a decision to explore for or develop minerals™ (4-91). The additionat

costs are not truly incrementad as stated, but rather they are accumulative to those ahead bome by an
excessively regulated, highly risky indusiry.

A lack of evidence is, said by the plan, (4-91) to be availabte to indicate that these types of additional
costs discourage exptocation. They do discourage in a way only those who will not sce can ignore.
Mining, the industry that has long looked to Nevada as one of the betier places to do business now looks
elsewhere, due in no small part, to the ever increasing burden of just such additional costs.

As a consulunt to the mining industry, [ am constanily asked by my clients to help them find projects not
only outside of Nevada, but outside of the U.S. This trend is indeed an adverse economic impact. The
implementation of Aliemative 4 could only scrve to further this exodus. For your information, | have
enclosed a copy of a Junc 18, 1993 article frons the Wall Sueet Journal that covers the exodus quite
nicely. :

Sincerely.

R. W. Gracme
President

RWGige
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P.O. Ecx 6772
San Diego, CA 22165
Sept. 19, 1993

RMP Comments
Bureau of Land Management .
Tonopah Resource Area Manager

P.O. Bex 9211

Tonopah, NV 89049

First, I want to indicate my support of Alternative 3, rather
than Alternative 4, for your Rescurce Management Plan (RMP).
I em vitally interested in the preservation of Rhyolite as an
historically sigrificant and unique resource in the western
U.S. Please proceed with alternative 3 so that Rhyolite will
gain maximum protection under BLM over the coming decades.

Second, as you may be aware, I have authored a proposal for a
rail-trail project between Beatty and Rhyolite on the cld Las
\‘egas & Tonopah railbed. My proposal includes a plan fcr the
resteration and adaptive reuse of the LV&T depot in Rhyolite.
I have spcken to a number of pecple about this idea,
including two cf ycur staff members: Pat Hicks and Tracey
pharo. httached to this letter is my crigiral concept paper
witn additicnal meeting notes from recent discussions with
BLM and cther personnel.

So, in addition to recommending Rlternative 3, please also
include in the PMP, regardless of which alternative is
recomnended for Rhyolite, a provision for an interpretive
reil-trail between Beatty =nd Rhyclite. In fact, Us. Pharo
suggested we thirk kigger: a rail-trail from Rhyclite to
Geldfield on the LV&T right-ci-way! In general, please
include some wcrds abcut pessikle sdaptation of abandened
railbeds fcr hiking erd biking trails.

Please feel free to contact me at the above address or at
(619) 382z-1422 if you wish to discuss any specifics. Thank
you.

Yours truly,

- -
et

Jim Price
Cc:

Friends of Rhyclite K. Cougrlin)
8LM, Tcnogah (F. Hicks, T. Pharo)
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PETER G MORKOS
Durector
Depanment of Consersatun
and Sawral Recources

PAMELA B. WILCOX
Admymusirator

BOB MILLER Sutc Lane Oflce

Gorernor

Address Repls 10

Capito} Complen

(102) 6574363

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of State Lands

September 24, 1993

Bureau of Land Management

Tonopah Resource Area Manager

P.0. Box 911
Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement and have focused that review on
Alternative 4, the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternative appears to be, for the most part, a reasonable approach
to the management of lands in the Tonopah Resource Area for the
jtems concerning this agency. Other state agencies will comment on
their own particular areas of concern. Both Alternatives 2 and 3
lack the balanced approach of Alternative 4.

Our area of concern primarily involves land disposal and
acquisitions. Regarding land disposal, Alternative 4 includes
areas of suitable size and Jocation to allow for community
expansicn, sgricultural entries, public use and other purposes that
may occur over the life of the plan. Most of the land so
decignated actually will remain in federal ownership but having a
large "pool of land” to select from is important. Mere designation
of availability does not mean all lands will be disposed as some
may be inclined to believe. We notice that some of the lands so
designated include steep mountainous areas, playas and areas where
water for agriculture may not be available. These lands will
likely remain in federsl ownership.

we would strongly urge that, in addition to the lands
designated for possible dispossl on the map, a statement be
jncluded in the plan which would allow for the disposal of land
through the Recreation and Public Purposes Act wherever it is
needed by state and local governments. There are situations where
public lands are needed for non-federal government purposes which
may not fall within the areas designated for disposal. Such
language in the plan would preclude the need to amend the plan vhen
a desirable public need for jand occurs outside a area designated
for dispossal.

A seccnd item of ccncern relates to proposed acquisitions of
In Alternative

privste land in \arious locations of the plan area.

Sute Land Use Planning Agency

Dnusion of Suie Lands

Canson Ciny, Nevadn 29710
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Sureau c¢f Land Manacement
September 24, 1993
p. 2

4, 1680 acres of private land are proposed for acquisition by the
federal government “...if economically prudent and if the owner is
agreeable...”. Conditioning such purchases upon a willing seller
is commendable; however, in an area where federal ownership is
almost exclusive, we question the need to acquire some of the few
private lands available. The impression  given thet private
ownership will inevitably lead to a loss of the resource desired to
49—2 be "protected” under public ownership is not necessarily valid, Wwe
would urge that, in addition to acquisition, other alternatives
such as conservation easements or management agreements be
considered and only if there is a identified threat to the resource
that needs to be abat.d. Acquisition, if absolutely necessary,
should be by exchange whenever possible. Language to cover the
points mentioned above should be added to the plan.

On page 4-83 there is a statement that there will be no
disposal of the 3840 acres where agricultursal entry has been
applied for on lands underlying the Military Training Route ncrth
of the Tonopah Test Range. This MTR is not shown on any of the
maps and we are not sure which lands are affected. It would also
be helpful to know the activities and limitations which apply to
49_3 this particular MTR to determine what impacts may occur which would

adversely affect private ownership. The presence of a MTR should
not automatically preclude the possible expansion of agricultural
activities in this vast area of federal ownership. Such lands
should remain open to agricultural entry with the applicant given
information regarding possible disruptive military activities
affecting the land, if they exist.

We are aware of many Carey Act applications for agricultural
1and throughout the plan area which are not indicated for pocsible
disposal. It is not clear if the 28,314 acres identified for
49_4 agricultural entry includes Carey Act lands. The Carey Act acreage
should be included, if it is not already, or the text should be
modified to clearly indicate that any Carey Act applications will
be honored wherever in the plan area they are located.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, |

71/ (’»e Q/C/C ~

Mike Del Grosso
Planner

Nevada State Clearinghouse
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September 20, 1993
Area Manager
Bureau of Land Mgmt.
P.O. Box 911
Tonopah, Nv. 89049

My comments on the Tonopah RA RMP/EIS are:

| prefer Alternative 2.

50— 1| Page 2-38: How wide of a scenic corridor will be managed along S roads?

What criteria will be used to determine “might be disturbing” to wildlife?
Ambiguity invites lawsuits. Replace with “will significantly disturb”. Can
new roads be built to non-communication facilities in bighorn habitat?

Page 2-39: Can 1,440 acre withdrawal be replaced with restriction on
surface use only? Why can't the blanket ban on roads in tortoise washes be
replaced with language permitting roads provided no adverse impact? Why
isn't the Railroad Springs ACEC limited only to riparian areas (Page 4-23
says area has ‘little value as wildlife habitat”)?

Page 2-42: Why ban new roads and gravel pits in 2 archaeology complexes,

B50-5]even if an inspection reveals no archaeology present at a planned project?

Achieve goals with less restrictive stipulations.

Page 2-43: What weight will cost have as a factor in determining whether
an alternate route is feasible in right-of-way avoidance areas?

Page 2-45: Why isn't oil production stated as a compatible land use in the
Railroad Valley ACEC? Is it BLM's intent to ban all new road construction
by limiting vehicles to existing roads, or simply to ban off-road events? |
support the reduction in NSO acres.

page 2-48: Why does BLM close 3,264 ac. to leasing when a No Surface
Occupancy stipulation would achieve the same goal with less restriction?
Advances in drilling technology allow for a more extended reach in unique
situations than was thought feasible just a few years ago. Why can’t
restrictions on geophysical exploration be automatically waived if no
significant surface disturbance will occur (e.g., laying cables by hand)?




Page 2-52: Incompatibility is in the eye of the beholder. “Significance” is
subjective too, but injects some reality and honesty. Determinations
should read, “No land uses will be authorized which are significantly
incompatible...."

Page 2-55: The trigger for a cultural resources inventory is too sensitive.
50-9]inventory should not be required if an area is so altered by man (chaining)
or nature (playas) that cuitural resources have lost their integrity.

Page 2-56: How can a project which does not create ongoing activity

o_1o|increase damage or vandalism to archaeology? will all archaeology which
is avoided be marked? Who will do monitoring after project is finished?
Page 3-20: Benefits of developing wildlife habitat in Railroad Valley
should inspire a more proactive approach, rather than more restrictions.
How much wildlife would be there if man had followed the current fad of
no development?

0-11 Page 4-81: Why isn't No Surface Occupancy stipulation used in lieu of
> more restrictive No Lease stipulation on 3,240 acres?

Page 4-84: Railroad Valley ACEC is too big given high oil potential, low
wildlife value, and right-of-way avoidance stipulation. Allow right-of-
way only if destination is within ACEC (e.g., oil well).

Page 4-87: Do seasonal bans on oil field maintenance include production?
What about emergencies (e.g., collapsed casing, formation damage)? How
much will directional wells increase production costs (e.g., worn tubing)?
2| what time frame will be used to measure success of requiring reclamation
to a natural appearance? This vague statement could require reclamation
faster than nature.

Page 4-88: While directional wells are not an operator’s first choice to
drill 2,560 acres of moderate potential leases, it is certainly preferable
to no leasing. Use a less restrictive stipulation (no surface occupancy),
rather than no leasing.

Page 4-91: To what extent did BLM look for evidence that added costs and
restrictions 'do not discourage exploration? The huge drop in drilling over
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the least decade and huge increase in regulations are more than
coincidence. What areas are referred to when it is stated resource
protection costs are incidental and found in “every exploration area”? Do
all countries require T&E surveys, archaeology surveys, EAs, EISs, RMPs?

4-93: The cumulative impacts of oil and gas development are too small.

injection or producing wells, but only 7 miles of new pipeline would
require wells spaced 616’ apart - contrary to state rules. A 25 mile long
pipefine with only 47 acres of disturbance would allow for only a 16' wide
right-of-way.

5JPad dimensions omit any space for a reserve pit. Projecting 60 new

4-99; Why is data gathering viewed as having a negative effect on cultural
resources? This policy ignores the fact nature destroys cultural resources
without any aid from man. Is natural destruction better than artificial
preservation?

Please send me a copy of the final RMP/EIS.
Sincerely,

Brian Wood

PERMrTS WEST. e

13 100 tha ENTRGY INDLUHIPY




S8

Clia,

Green Ridge Water Company'n

4321 Sunrise Avenue ~-
Las Vegas.;Nevada 89110 -~

September 23, 1993

Theodore J. Angle, Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area

Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Re: CAREY ACT APPLICATION N-53748
Dear Mr. Angle:

In response to your request for input on the Resource
Management Plan, I would like to address the treatment of
my Carey Act entry referenced above under alternative 4.

These are some of Nevada’s mcst prime vegetable soils and
together with other lands in the area, such as those in the
Fish Lake, Smoky and Railroad Valleys, create an
economically viable agricultural development. This
development would include processing plants, now on the
drawing board, to be centrally located in Tonopah.
Employment generated by these plants would ultimately

be apprcximately 300-400 directly-related jobs.

:n the RMP on page 4-83, it was stated that the application
should be denied based on "the necative effects of low
level, high speed flights on humar beings and animals".

The only resident population at our site would be project
employees. This site is only three miles north of the
Tonopah Test Range main gate and man camp which would be
far more adversely affected than our farm land be if these
flights are indeed hazardous.

spectfully

- Dt
Rog Hockersmith

Green Ridge Watexr Company

cc: Nye Board of Commissioners
Ron Williams, Nye County .Planning
Senator Richard Bryan
Senator Harry Reid
Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich
Tonopah Economic Development Task Force,

Trish Rippie
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September 24, 1993
RMP Comments
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O0. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Resource Manager:

Please consider the following letter and attachments to be our
official comment on the Tonopah Resource Management Plan.

The proposed RMP excludes an important resource value that exists
within the Tonopah Resource Area. There are several significant
exposures of fossils in this region that are ignored in the plan.
Several changes to the proposed RMP could take this important
resource value into account. I suggest you include one or more
of the following in the Tonopah Resource Management Plan:

1) Conduct a cadastral survey (some of the Esmeralda Fm.
area has never been surveyed to the section level):

2) conduct a detailed geologic mapping on a 7.5-Minute
scale;

53"1{ 3) conduct a detailed inventory of the known paleofloral and
paleofaunal sites in The Esmeralda Formation;

4) Designate the fossiliferous area in the Esmeralda Fm. to
be a Research Natural Area, such as The Fossil Forest
Research Natural Area in The San Juan Basin of New Mexico:

5) Designate the area to be both a Research Natural Area and
a National Natural Landmark, similar to the designations for
The Garden Park Fossil Area near Canon City, Colorado and
eight other sites on BLM lands; and/ or suggesting that the
management of the area be turned over to the National Park
Service.

I hope you find these suggestions useful.

Sjnce 72}4
% Lo PBr
et? DeBonis
Executive Director

bar1gsarters 20 F ot Steret, ME, Sure 830, Warmegton DC 2002 o {202; 4CH-004! « FAK (202} 842.4746
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KENNETH M. REIM
MINING ENGINEER
2733 Billy Casper Drive
Las Vegas, NV £9734.7814

(702) 284.2764

September 24, 1993

Mr. Theodore hngle

Area Manager

Tonopah Resource Area

USD1, Bureau of Land Management
Military Circle, Building 102
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Re

Comments on Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan (TRMP) and
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), June 1993

Dear Mr. Angle:

1 wish to comment on the above referenced TRMP DEIS. The first
area of my comments are related to the presentation cf minerals on
pages 3-21 to 3-24, 4-93 to 4-98, Maps 53 to 62, and the other
related sections of the DEIS.

The USD1, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State Ccffices have
the responsibility for the classification of Federal lands for
the potential of all leasable minerals. This responsibility
was formerly with the Mineral Classification Brenckh,
Geological Survey, USDI.

The BLM classification categories for leasable minerals are
“Known Lease Area* (KLA), or “Krown Geologic Structure" (KGS)
for oil and gas, and "Prospectively Valuable". In this TRMP
DEIS, lands are classified as having high, moderate and low
potential for leasable minerals. This classification in the
DEIS is inconsistent with the BLM‘s classification which is
used by the BLM to issue mireral prospecting permits, or grant
competitive minerel leases. Lands classified by the BLM es
being "known" to contain leasable minerals, is not the same &as
being cesignated as “high poterntial”; this should be corrected
and considered in the EIS environmental analyses and Record of
Decision,

In T1S, R35E, the BLM mireral classification map shows an area
to be “Known Geothermal Resource Area” (KGRR) and
“Prospectively Valueble for Geothermal Resources” (PVGR),
whereas, on the DEIS Map 4 the area is shown to be "moderate
potentiel for geothermal". This error in classificaticn
should be corrected.

In the southeast corner of TION, R42E, the area is cl§s§i£ied
as KGRA, whereas, in the DEIS on Map 53 it is classified as

COMMENTS ON DRAFT TONOPAH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

high geothermal potential; this should be corrected. The
words “"known" and "high potential® have different meanings.

An area in TI1ON, R49 &50E is classified as PVGR, however, is
not shown on Map 53. The BLM has responsibilities for the
management of mineral resources on Federal lands, and this
should be addressed in this DE!S, even though the Forest
Service, USDI manages the surface resources in this area.

In T7-10N, R56 &S7E the BLM has classified five areas as
"Known Geologic Structures” for oil and gas, whereas, on the
DEIS Map 53 shows these areas, and the surrounding area, as
having “"high potential for oil and gas-". These
classifications are inconsistent and should be corrected.

The leasable mineral classification specialists, under the
direction of SLM Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources,
should provide the classification terminology for use in the
classification of leasable minerals in Resource Management
hrea’s RMP EISs; this should be the same terminology. Also,
these specialists should update the information based on the
current level of available information, and provide such for
inclusion in the various proposed Resource Management Plans.

In the section References Cited, I see no reference to BLM, or
Geological Survey, USDI, map classifying Lands Valuable for
Geothermal Resources}; this should be incluced as a reference.

In reference to locatable minerals, the Bureau of Vines, USDI
has the resporsibility for the classification of Federal lands
for the potential cf locatable minerals. The Bureau of Mines
Special Repert *Availability of Federally Owned Minerals for
Explorstion and Development in Western States: Nevada, 1985"
by W. Dean Crandell and Michael M. Hemilton, classifies lands
for select locateble minerals as "High Value KMDA (Known
Mineral Deposit Areas)" and Moderate Value KMDA". This Bureau
of Mines, USDI publication has not been referenced and
apparently not been used in preparing this DEIS RMP. laps 61
and 62 show areas for locstable mineral potential as high,
moderate and low. The word known has a different meaning than
high potential; the terminology of the Bureau of Mines, USDI
which hes the responsibility in the United States Department
of interior for classifications of land for locatable minerals
chould be used, On Maps 61 and 62, the mineral classification
areas do not conform to those shown in the above referenced
Bureau of Mines 1985 report; this reeds review and correction
prior to completing the environrental analyses and issuing the
record of decision. This TRMP DEIS does classify locatable
minerals on lands where the Forest Service, USDI manages the
surface; this should also have been dore for leasable minerals
for completeness and corsistency.

The mineral availability from Forest Service lands has a
significant influence on the present and future socioeconomics




)y
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of the area, and needs to be a part of the TRMP environmental
analyses and Record of Decision.

This TRMP DEIS in the appendices includes reference material on
forage plant species, desired plant communities, visual resources,
range improvement projects, forage allocations, livestock and wild
horse & burro use, recreation opportunitiés, cultural resources and
etc.; however, includes nothing on minerals which provides next to
the highest in employment and earnings in this Resource Management
Area. There should be included a list and map of present and past
mineral production by mineral districts. This missing information
fails to deal clearly with the most important resource of this
area, and results in a bias unfavorable for minerals. This needs
correction prior to completing the environmental analyses and
making & "Record of Decision" for this Torcpah Resource Management
Plan.

In a renort prepared by Employment Security Research, Nevada
Employment Security Department entitled "Nevada Employment and
payrolls, 1991* reports the following data:

Nye_ County Esmeralda County
Employment payroll Employment Payroll
Total 10,860 $384,272,325 408 $10,051,231
Mining 1,633 $ 61,255,308 186 $ 5,887,941
% Mining 15.0% 17.6% 45.5% 58.6%
Mining average annual pay $37,511 $31,656

The Nevada Employment Security Department reports the mining
employment category to have the highest annual pay of any job
category in the State of Nevada, and with an associated secondary
employment multiplier of 2.5. However, the hotel, gaming and
recreation group, is one of the lowest peid group of employees in
the State of Nevada, with a secondary employment multiplier of
2.0. Miring with its secoadary employment is of primary importance
to the socioeconomic well being of this Tonopah Resource Management
krea. Further information in this area can be obtained from the
Employment Security Reseerch, Gary Lungstrom (702) 687-4550. The
gection on Social and Economic Conditions, pages 3-25 to 3-30
should be updated from the 1989 date listed to the above 1991 data,
or 1992 data if available, and used in the environmental analyses
and Record of Decision.

This TRMP should meximize the multiple use of public lands,
including minerals, with a minimum of bureaucratic red tape; the
plan President Clinton is implementing for "Reinventing
Government”. The United States Department of Interior through its
Bureau of Land Management has the responsibility to encourage and
assist mineral exploration, development and production as required
by the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (84 Sstat. 1876) and
National Materials and Mineral Policy, Research and Development Act

COMMENTS ON DRAFT TONOPAH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

of 1960 (94 Stat.

Pl o H A Preferred Alternative
owing alternatives for the following issues as give
Summary-2 and Summary-3: g given on pages

consist of the

Alternatjve

wWild horse and burro management

Special management areas

Off highway use

Wilderness study areas returned to
multiple use

Utility corridors

Mineral exploration and development

N o

Your careful consideration of the above comments is requested.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment of this DEI1S TRMP.

'};wu1§%/5?3222

Kenneth M. Reim

Commissioners

Tonopah, NV 89049

Tom Leshendok
Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources
Nevada State Office

USDI, Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 12000

NV 89520-0006

Kr. Billy R. Templetcn
Nevada State Office
USDI, Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 12000
Reno, NV 89520-0006

Senator Harry Reid
United States Senate
500 South Rancho Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89129

Representative Barbara Vucanovich
U.S. House of Representatives
6900 Westcliff Drive

JR W P e
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PEARSON AND SHAW (excerpts from original letter)

Page 2 - The RMP is procedurally defective in that it was
prepared without consultation with the Board of Nye
County Commigsioners, in violation of and in spite of the
existence of a Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU")
between the Board of Nye County Commissioners (Tonopah,
Nevada) and the .District Manager, Battle Mountain
District (responsible for the Tonopah Resource Area
office and this RMP), and the Bureau of Land Management,
Nevada, dated 13 August, 1981, and signed by the BLM
Battle Mountain District Manager, and assigned the
designation BLM MOU 1600-NEV-151.

Page 2 - On February 5, 1992, the Nye County Board of
Commissioners sent a memorandum to a number of BLM
officials, including the Tonopah Area Resources Manager,
the BLM Battle Mountain District Manager, the BLM Nevada
State Director, the Director of the BLM, and the
Secretary of the Interior notifying each of these
officials of Nye County’s desire to participate in the
federal land use planning efforts (see exhibit 13). Yet
Nye County officials and staff were merely notified of
public review and comment opportunities in the Tonopah
RMP process, No meaningful attempt at coordinated
BLM/Nye County land use and resource planning has
occurred.

Page 3 - The Draft Tonopah RMP does not identify the
areas in which the alternatives conflict with Nye
County‘’s Policy Plan for Public Lands, nor does it
attempt to reconcile the several inconsistencies with
this plan with Nevada State law.

Page 4 - For example (but without 1limitation), the
Appendix on Allotment Categorization does not provide a
description of the assumptions or methodologies used to
arrive at the conclusions outlined in the table.

Page 5 - Other maps in the RMP are simply incorrect. For
example, but without limitation, RMP Map 1 fails to show
much private property including approximately 110 acres
of fee property owned by Nye County rancher Wayne Hage at
McKinney Tanks on U.S. highway 6, 40 acres of fee
property owned by Pearson & Shaw at a warm springs near
Mosquito Creek, 40 acres of fee property owned by Pearson
& Shaw at Combination Spring north-east of Belmont,
approximately 120 acres owned jointly by Trish Rippie and
Pearson & Shaw east and south-east of Belmont, and 80
acres owned jointly by Trish Rippie and Pearson & Shaw at
Danville.

Page 5 - RMP Maps 30 and 32 do not provide sufficiently

detailed information to determine if any of Pearson &
Shaw’s fee properties are adversely effected by proposed
right-of-way avoidance areas.

Page 5 - RMP Maps 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39 and 40, do not
provide sufficiently detailed information to determine if
any of Pearson & Shaw’s fee properties are adversely
effected by proposed withdrawals and classifications of
adjacent areas.

Page 5 - RMP Maps 25, 27, and 29 fail to show an existing
utility right of way for a 66,000 volt transmission line
from Alkali Springs to Goldfield, and an existing
telephone utility right of way from Tonopah to Goldfield.
Does the BLM Tonopah Resource Area Office intend to
interfere with the operation, maintenance, and
improvement of these utility lines?

Page 5 - The draft RMP appears to represent a criminal
conspiracy to engage in extortion and to deprive property
owners, resident, and businesspersons of Nye and
Esmeralda Counties of their rights to due process and to
many other rights gquaranteed by both the U.sS.
Constitution and State of Nevada Constitution. For
example, under Alternative 1 (incorrectly, deceptively,
and fraudulently described as "No Action®) "Community
expansion at Tonopah, Round Mountain, Silver Peak, and
Beatty would by restricted."” No legal or scientific
Justification is provided for these restrictions. There
are no allegedly endangered or threatened species or
alleged areas of critical environmental concern {ACEC)
near Tonopah, Round Mountain, or Silver Peak. These
threats are attempted extortion to force the threatened
communities to accept the changes in policies and
requlations preferred by the BLM Tonopah Resource Area
Office and contained in Alternative 4.

Page 8 - This is an outright 1lie. The BLM Tonopah
Resource Area Office’s idea of "coordination" is to write
a plan in which none of the features of the county plan
appears. Pearson & Shaw frequently attend meetings held
by the Nye County Commissioners. There has been no
"coordination" between the BLM Tonopah Resource Area
Office and Nye County. They have included this 1lie
2§cause they are required to consider the county plans.
this Draft RMP had been developed involving members

the Publijc ums_nou_tx.m;mmmug
county Commissjoners would i to the plan
during its development. The BLM Tonopah Resource Area
Office pever gave the Public or Nye Cou

provide jnput i the BLM Tonopah Resourc
Office’s of this plan. only after the BLM
Tonopah Resource Area Office completed this very lengthy




55-11

55-12

55-13

55-14

55-15

(over 1" thick report) have they presented it to the
Public in Nye County for a brief period of comment. The
provisions of all four of the alternatives considered by
the BLM Tonopah Resource Area Office would do great harm
to the residents, businesses, local governments, and the
environments of Nye and Esmeralda Counties because of
insufficient attention paid to the mechanisns of both
economic activity and of environmental protection.
Indeed, the document is a masterpiece of ignorance of the
importance of private property rights to both the economy
and environment of Nye County.

Page 11 - Executive Order #12630 requires that agencies
such as the BLM consider the implications of their
policies and regulations in light of the "Takings" clause
of the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Nowhere
in this BLM Tonopah Resource Area Office RMP is there a
mention of the constitutional implications of the plan’s
host of new rules and regulations, which are certain to
result in "takings” suits against the Federal government.

page 11 - The arbitrary and capricious closing of many
roads and prohibition or limitation of off-road travel
proposed under this RMP will deprive many property owners
of the use of their property, including but not limited
to patented and unpatented mining claims and patented
agricultural real estate and water rights granted under
Nevada State law, and repeatedly recognized by the U.S.
Supreme Court.

Page 12 - The Tonopah Resource Area Office proposes to
prohibit vehicular travel within 300 feet of several
creeks, including Mosquito Creek, thereby depriving
Pearson & Shaw of the use of their patented fee simple
property and associated water rights.

Page 12 - If the BLM Tonopah Resource Area office’s RMP
interferes with Pearson & Shaw’s use or development of
this property or impairs its market value, Pearson & Shaw
will institute a takings suit against the BLM, and will
encourage others with properties similarly adversely
impacted by the proposed ACECs to joint together in a
class action suit against the BLM, Moreover,
Alternatives #3 and #4 would preclude access to Pearson
& Shaw’s property in this area if roads "which are not
mechanically maintained" are closed or deemed not to be
roads by the BLM Tonopah Resource Area Office (see Maps
50 and 52); this would also constitute a taking requiring
compensation.

Page 13 - The BLM Tonopah Resource Area Office’s RMP
includes provisions for closing public roads, including
most of these roads which are not ‘"mechanically
maintainead®.

Page 15 - One of the features of the BLM Tonopah Resource

16 Area Office’s RMP that is supposed to protect the

55- environment is to decrease or eliminate nuch of livestock
grazing on the public lands now used for such grazing.
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Bureau of Land Management

Nevada State Office

PO Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520 September 10, 1993

Attention Billy R. Templeton
State Director

Dear Mr. Templeton,

My name {s Al Drayton. [ own property at Locke Ranch
in Railroad Valley and work in the nortih Trap Springs field
with fluid minerals. I want to comment on the Tonopah
Resource Management and Environmental Impact Statement.

I strongly opppose the Resource Management Plan. It
suggests acquiring my property at Locke Ranch and preventing
future purchases of ofl leases in north Trap Springs in
Railroad Valley.

I have attended two BLM meetings held for comment on
the RMP & EIS. There were aprroximately 10 people present
at the Las Vegas meeting on August 19 and 45 people present
at the meeting in Tonopah on August 26, Nearly every

aftected industry (mining, ranching, oil) in the resource
area was represented at the meeting in Tonopah. At no time
was there one comment in favor of the RMP. Infact, at a
Nye County Commissioners meeting in Tonopah on September 8,
Mr. Ted Angle, Area Manager and Mr. Hal Zabriskie, RMP Team
Leader were questioned and asked if anyone had agreed with
the RMP. Their response was "no one has agreed".

I agree with Nye County Commissioner, Richard Carver,
that the RMP & EIS should be scrapped and a new plan drawn
up vith participation from Nevada State and Nye County elected
officials, as they represent the people who would be affected
by this plan.

Thank you for your time and attention.®

Respectfully yours,

Al Drayton
HC 76 BOX 9610
Tonopah, NV 89049

NEVADA ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION

Ralnbow Postal Center, Sulte 29, Box 143 '
6370 West Flamingo Road
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103

September 29, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
Post Cffice Box 211

Tonopah, Nevada £9049

re: Toncpah Resource Manacement Flen end Envircnmentel Zmpact Statement

A last minute requirement to be elsewhere prevented attendance at the public
meeting held in Carscn City on August 17, 1993; therefore, we must submit our
corvents on ;he Toncpah Fesource Manacement Flen and Envircnmental ‘mpact State-
Nent in writing.

Tne Nevada Xrchaeclogical Association {(HRA) is a statewide organization of gpro-
{essicnal and avocaticnal archaeclegists. The NFA has chapters cr affiliates in

te Fire, Elko, Washoe, Linccln, and Clark Counties. Tcogether, this directly
represents about SO0 persons. With family and friends, the lrA’s ephere is much
Ercader. We are the only active statevide crganizaticn that can epeak to his-
toric preservation &nd cther cultural resdurce matters.

We are students, doctcrs and nurses, state and federzl emplovees, hunters,
artists, fisherman, hcrseback r iders, four-vheelers, miners, geolcgiets, cul-
tural rescurce management prcfessicnale, hackpaczkers, histcorians, and sight-
seers. We are all, as individuals and families, intensive users c¢f Nevada's pub-
lic lands. What happens te puklic land within cur State is cf utmost cconcern. It
is frem this positicn that our letter issues.

Let Us kegin by saying that ve appreciate beinq ¢iven the oppsrrunity fer in-
vement in the doctunent's review and we are also aware and appreciative of the
rezat effort and many hours of work that went into its development.

re are three majcr areas on which we will comment... the grotection cf Rhyo-

e, the designation cf ireas c¢f Critical Envircnmental Concern (ACET), and
palecsntological rescurces. ¥e also have a few general chservat:ons regarding the
decuament’s ccerfiguration.

0.ur recommendation is that, barring any mz2ificaticn of Opticn 4 to address our
ccnzerns, Opticn 3 be adopted. Jpticn &, which is designated as the Bureau's

referved plan, pravicdes too little prctection for cultural and visual
resources.

The initial issue is that cf the preservat:ion and protecticn cf Rhyolite. Most
cf the cptions fresented do not adegjuately prctect the Rhyclite townsite and
surrounding area. We feel that several things must be considered when approach-
ing any plan for the town.

Tne first is the protection ct Khyclite visuaily. That is, much cf the attrac-
tizn to Rhyolite is in its settiny and &lthough the late twentieth century s a
presence in and around the town, nny additional detericration cf the setting
ehouid be avcided at all costs. idditicrel develcpment, beyond that needed fcr
rterpretive purpises, nc.uding minersal expleraticn and e trac:)_n activities
should te ex reme! nited cr preverted altojether where it - 1 visually im-
4 ts shoul2 be made tc s:abx;:_e what

y is alsc ¢f impertarce to

L , gs with:n, and adsacent t¢, the
town site, w - ehouid ‘e quickly to acguire auch parcels
refore fovther devel eau has Littie cor nc corntrcl, can
occur. Such dew elcrnen~ voJld pardize nct crly the visual integrity cf what
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remains cf the town, but also threaten cr destroy its physical integrity and the
archaeclogical record. No where does the plan examirne or consider the
59_2' consequences to Rhyolite cf not acquiring additional lands in and around the

tounsite.

of the options presented, only Option 3 begins to -adequately protect Rhyolite.
The others appear to openly invite its destruction.

Next we will address the designation of ACECs. Vhile our major interest is
directed towards cultural resources and those designated as ACECs, the manner in
which any ACEC is designated is not clear, nor does the process appear to be
flexible enough to evolve further designations over the coming years.

Specifically, the Tonopsh Rescurce hrea is not well known nor understcod frem a
prehistoric perspective. Little directed research has occurred within its bound-
aries, and much of the Area is simply uninventoried. To adopt any management
plan which locks in the designation of ACECs for any resource, much less for
cultural resources, cver an indeterminate period is severely lacking. »s the
knowledge base expands within the Resource hrea, the management plan must be
flexible enough to allow additional designations over time. Of the proposed
plans, only Option 3‘s desigration of ACECs is adequate, but then only as a
point of departure.

Overall, we are somewhat mystified by the lack of any discussion of the palecn-
tological resources within the Tonopah Resource hrea, and are sure that this is
an inadvertant oversight. Regardless cf the reason for itc exclusion, it is a
sericus shortcoming. There are extremely important fossil lccalities already
known within the Resource Area; to leave these with no management plan is wnac-
ceptable. We hope that the final adopted plan will fully address paleontclogical
resources.

We have two final observations regarding the document . The review and updste
process is not clear (see gspeciaily the comments made above regarcing the des-
ignation of additional ACECs). On page 2-€3 the matter is dealt with as follows:
*Maintenance will be done to keep the plan current and extend its useful life.*
In reality, this says notking. An explicit, and detailed, expositicn ¢f this
*msintenance” is needed.

59-

Firally, the document’'s orgarization. cr structure, makes it extremely difficult
to follow. One must constantly flip back and fcrth between options and subject
areas. Perhaps organizing the report along topical lines would meke it more
clear (i.e. wilderness: Options 1, 2, 3 and 4; Recreation: Options 1, 2, 3 and
59_7I4, and so on}. If no change in the document's basic structure is pessikle, per-

taps it would be better served by summarizing the options tcpically in a takle
fcrmat.

It there is a need to discuss further any cof these comments made on behalf cf
the Nevada hrchaeological Association, please contact me directly at Post Cftfice
704, Carson City, Nevada 85704, or cell {702) B82-1506.

Thank you.

President

: NAA Board of Directers
Chapters
Affiliates

September 28, 1991

RMP Comments
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911
Tonopah, NV.

89049

Dear Sir:

My father, a senlor research fellow at Northeastern 1Illinois

University, recently sent me a xerox copy of page 15 from the

wamerican Paleontologist" August 1993 concerning 6.1 million acres of

the Tonopah Resource Area lands and the management of the same. The

article states that "...abundant and exﬁémely large silicified longs
(sic) including (according to a 1934 report) what may be the world';
largest petrified log, 14 feet in diameter and 200 feet in length."
can be found within the Area. The article also said " The Plan does

60~ 1] not, however, contain mention of what may be extraordinary fossil
vertebrates, mollusks, and ostracodes, ..." WHAT!!!! You guys
aren’t going to save the fossil areas from trepidation and work with
the state to preserve an ancient forest near Coalville!! Good grief!
Nevada has precious few areas set aside for its citizens’ edification.
What a state park a forest of silicified trees would make. Just
imagine all the school buses of polished and sneaker shod school kids
pouring out of yellow buses for an overnight campout in an ancient
forest. If the rock shop owners in Fallon haven’t fractured the trees
to smithereens lets "Save The Trees" of Nevada. I intend to alert the
Reno Gazette Journal in the morning and try to find a friendly ear at
the state museum in Carson City. If nothing else I intend to make a
real pain of myself.

/
De h Ha;f€;Z§§;i;§§%%zZ:
W35 Gpux Toter/
Herd, AV g957/-50%

Sincapely




27 September 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
PO Box 911!

Tonopah NV 89049

Dear Sir:

After reading the draft of the Tonopah Resource Management Plan,
and actually estaying awake through most of it, | have to admit
that 1t s a very cleanly written, well done statement. i
commend everyone who was i1nvolved in the work thus far, and those
who will be involved in the future.

| read, with obvious special interest, Alternatives Two, Three
and Four as they pertain to Rhyolite and the 3ullfreg A, 1
can't begin to tell you hcw hapgy ) am that the Alternatives are
there at all! Very few years 280, 3s Alternative One shows,
Rhyolite was merely "four acres classified under the Small Tract
Act..." and nothing more. Thank you for seeing that there (s a
reason to keep that forgotten town alive. Thank you fcr giving
the people a voice. Thank you for not allewing SJhyolite to stay
"four acres ciessified under the Zmsl! Tract Act..."

New f=r a tew specific statements:

1. I hope that Appendix 13 "ARFA l&w
menitering plans will te writien tfor the toc..:
Rrvelite..." s Roing 1: nepfpen no matter what toian §

l. Fage 4-64, siternative 4, although in mv cpini
is not enough land to be protected in the township,
the paragraph is excellent.

3. Page 4-64, the entfre townsite of Rhyolite needs to be
withdrawn from mineral entry and definitely BLM needs to be abie
to undertake the "purchase of valid clsims".

4. Page 4-58, | vote 'yes' to the statement beginning "An ACEC
would be designated in Rhyolite..." We tend to forget that
Rhyolite and Bullfrog were two towns wunited by their competition
to succeed. Senator Stewart would not te amused if he thought
that the townsite of Rhyolite was now the only area worth
preserving. This may be the only chance we have to make sure the
Serastor's dreams are not loet forever in governmental red tape.
£. Ferhzps one cof the mist Imporiant siztener-s in the entire
draft is on Page 4-56: "The acquisiticn of land at Rhyclite
wculd help to consolfidate managemert of the area." Almost the
same statement {s refterated on Fage 4-53: "...Acquisition cf
645 acres in...Rhyolite...would resolve management protlems
relating to mixed ownership of the site by tringing the entirety
of the townsite under federal control.” Wittout the &anili<y o
purchase land as it becomes zvailzble, RnvolizsiEullitrog  wii
never te whele and BLM will rev
land and what {2 rot (we ctee b

hT zre putiis

r gEt weree in

the future). | ¢3n only wonder if ELM has really considered whae
may happen {f lancd acquisiton oy tneir agency is not allowed.

6. Fage 4-54 "Lesignation of an SRMA at Rhyolite...is expectred
to rescit in a decrease in vandalism and fltegal collection”.
YES! It's so much easier and cheaper to stop people from cdoing
stupid things (like stealing bottles or trashing buiildings)
before they do it, than it s to find the evidence and punish
people after the fact. Why make BLM Law Enforcement Officers
work harder than they have to--why not educate the stupid people
with signs and interpretative facilities. Page 3-13: *The
historic townsite of Rhyolite {s continually subject2d to a
tremendous amount of theft and vandalism"---well, NOW §is the
perfect time to do something about it--the chance may never come
again.

7. Page 4-37: By withdrawing the Bottle House four acres, BLM
has already made "development of the mineral resource around
Rhyolite difficult". I say, 1let's continue and set aside the
whole 645 acre townsite and the Bullfrog HMA. It is much easier
to say "No mining allowed"™ than jt is to say "Well, you can mine
here and cver here and see that spot over there...” Llet's do the
Job now instead of piecing it out over the years-~think of the
paperwork you wouldn't have to do in the future!

8. On Page 3-16 and 3-17, BLM makes the strongest statement
atout why we need to preserve what is left of Rhyolite. "The
ruins...bring tourists from all over the world. It is the most
photographed 'ghost town' in Nevada.”™ "This area needs special
management...the ruirs are in an advanced state cof decay." And
the most important reason: "RELEVANCE: Historical interest."
There can be nothing left to fay. Our history is ail we have »s
a people, as a culture. If we can never ltook back and be able to
say 'this is where we were, this {s what we did' how can we ever
look forward and say 'this ig where we are going and this s what

we will do'.
Sincerély.

S S
Hathleen Graves
Death Valley




62

Trish Rippie Realty, Inc.

September 27, 1993

these western lands for the highest and best good instead
of closing them off to any economic function.

Theodore Angle
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 909

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

We have a chance to get a new business here which would be
permanent and not dependent on defense programs or the
boom and bust cycle of mining. We are only asking that the
BLM cooperate with us in achieving this goal.

Re: BLM Tonopah Resource Management Plan draft ——iizssfely,
Dear Mr. Angle: [
Trish Rippie

! Enclosed is a letter from Roger Hockersmith regarding his
: 62-1 desert land entry application in the Tonopah area.

PN Alternative 4 of the RMP would deny that application based
, on the supposed danger of low level flights.

Tonopah Delegate
Nye Esmeralda Economic Development Authority

cc: Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich
Senator Richard Bryan
Senator Harry Reid

We have had low level flights over this area including the
living quarters at the Test Range for years, and I can't
believe that this could truly be grounds for denying this
application.

Wwhen the Stealth Fighter was relocated to New Mexico, the
Tonopah area went through a severe economic disruption.

The fact that we were given a grant by the Dept. of Defense
Office of Economic Adjustment to create an economic
development plan will attest to that. But when you
consider economic development in Tonopah, you have to look
at the facts of life. We are very remote, our utility
costs are high, we don’t have a large skilled labor force,
etc. Our chances of attracting industry are extremely
limited.

I had never even considered the potential for any kind of
agribusiness here until Mr. Hockersmith presented his plan.
1f he can obtain the necessary acreage to farm, he will
build processing plants in Tonopah which could eventually
employ between 300 and 400 people.

Despite the fact that Easterners seem to think those of us
in the west are exploiting the public lands through cheap
leases and desert land entries, that is simply not the
case. The cost of converting raw desert to farmland and
obtaining water to irrigate can exceed the cost of
purchasing farmland in many states. It seems to me that
the Bureau of Land Management should be helping to develop

P.O.Box3360 o Tonopah, Nevada 89049-3360 e (702)482-3052 e FAX (702) 482-8705
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September 29, 1993

Ted Angle, Area Manager
Tonopah Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
102 Military Circle
Tonopah, Nevada 89049

RE: Proposed Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr. Angle:

The Preferred Alternative in your proposed management plan does
not allow for agricultural development on the land north of

the Nevada Test Site. With the economy of Central Nevada
suffering from layoffs at the Test Site, a declining population
as a result of a loss in jobs, and economic hardships encountered
by the local business community, we request the BLM revise its
plan to include the above mentioned land as open to agricultural
development.

Development of the prime agriculture land north of the test

site would be a boost to the local economy by providing jobs

for local workers,would contribute to the tax base for Nye
County, and would increase federal revenues through the paymentof
federal taxes, With the end of the cold war and the reduction

in activities at the test site, the reasons for the decision

to withhold this land are outdated.

We have been approached by individuals who have developed a
plan to turn the desert land north of the Nevada Test Site into
a significant agriculture development area through food crops.
They have the water rights to the land and are ready to begin
exploratory drilling for locatable water, We would like the
BLM to consider their plan and vision in any final Resource
Management Plan.

Agricultural development of the land would not result in a build-

up of population. There is no doubt the highest and best use
of this land is through the growing of potato, onion, carrot,

0. Box 153 Tunopah, Xevada BX19-0163 ¢« Mhone (702) 3R2-R139 ¢ Fax (702) 382.8198

and other food crops. By allowing for the highest and

use of the land, the whole countrg would benegit from 1::St

production., We respectfully request the BLM revise its plan
to allow for Desert Land Entries and the Direct Purchase of

this and other lands which can be developed for food crops.

Sincerely,

!
DarXYy< Smith

Executive Director

Jim Baca, Director BLM

Bruce Babbit, Director, Department of Interior
Nye County Commissioners

Esmeralda County Commissioners

Roger Hockersmith

Vernon Cook
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Kennecon Exprorauon Company
951 Mavey Lane Sule 120
Aeno, NV 89502
Teeprone [702. 334-2772
Eagsimie 7021 334-2770

Mr. Theodore J. Angle-BLM
September 28, 1993
Page 2

discoveries that could add valuable jobs for a depressed
central Nevada. By imposing restrictions, the BLM will
severely 1limit access and will make it that much mnore
difficult to develop one of the few economic resources the
region has to offer.

Kennecott

September 28, 1993

2, Wilderness Study Areas (WSA’s) should be returned to multiple
use without the stigma of protection of primitive and semi-
primitive values. This along with reclamation to "resemble a

natural state” are ambiguous, unnecessary and prone to

64"2 interpretation. These areas to be returned from WSA status

have been found to lack suitable characteristics for

wilderness and should be governed and managed under existing
law.

Mr. Theodore J. Angle, Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area

P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, NV 89049

3. The designation of utility corridors is a restriction placed
on all users of utilities that will restrict the growth of the
undiscovered resources of the future. It will impose the use

64 3 of designated corridors on resources that will probably not be

- discovered where the BLM thinks they should. Most new mineral
discoveries are very capital sensitive and by forcing the use
of restricted utility access, the BLM could be imposing undue
additional capital cost.

Ra: RMP Comments

Dear Mr. Angle:

please accept these comments for the official record of
decision on the Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement dated June 4, 1993. Please make
these comments part of the official record.

4. No changes should be imposed on Mineral Exploration and
Development and especially not ambiguous change related to
vpreservation and enhancement of fragile and unique
resources". There is a serious decline in minerals
exploration within the RMP and Nevada in general caused in
part by just such restrictions. The BLM by imposing these
seemingly innocent restrictions will ultimately be denying
jobs and at the same time is pandering to the environmental
Jeft. Kennecott has been and will remain a company that is
cognizant of environmental concerns and will continue to
actively work to preserve natural resources in the conduct of
its mineral exploration program.

Kennecott Exploration Company is a resource extraction company
with offices in Reno, Nevada and with active mining clainms in Nye
and Esmeralda Counties. Kennecott has diligently explored for gold
deposits for approximately 11 years in the resource area, and wve
have spent approximately $2 million in the resource area. We feel
that we are highly qualified to comment on aspects of the RMP.

Kennecott currently supports Alternative No. 1 to the draft
Tonopah Resource Manage‘ent Plan (RMP) dated June_1993. At the
same time, we strongly oppose Alternative No. 4 which the Tonopah
BLM has recommended as preferred. Kennecott believes Alternative
No. 4 imposes additional and unnecessary restrictions on the use of
natural resources within the RMP.

5. The imposition of "restrictions on minerals exploration and
developnment” under the heading of Cultural Resources is
another ambiguous, highly interpretable hindrance to the
creation of jobs in the region. There is currently adequate
protection of cultural resources under existing State of
Nevada and BIM procedures, guidelines and statutes.

The BLM recommended plan #4 specifically imposes a number of
hindrances to natural resource companies that include:

1. A reduction of off-highway vehicle (OHV) use of 24% by
imposing additional restrictions on 1,250,000 acres. This
would immediately impact our ongoing prograns in the Monte

64"1 risto Range, Montezuma Range, Silver Peak Range, volcanic

c ge, T

Hills and Gold Mountain Area. These areas have all had past

minerals production and hold very strong potential for new

6. In 1ight of the previous comments, it seems a bit ludicrous to
64-4 state that Locatable Minerals will only be impacted by a loss
of 0.4% (from 99.2 to 98.8) of locatable mineral entry. By

imposing a myriad of ambiguous restrictions related to
physical access, environmental and cultural interpretation and




Mr. Theodore J. Angle-BLM
September 28, 1993
Page 3

increased capital spending, the BLM is imposing a 40% to 50%
reduction to exploration and development of mineral resources.

The use of ACEC designation to protect a number of areas seems
to by-pass common sense on what really needs to be protected.
For instance, Lone Mountain holds 14,400 acres of relatively
inaccessible land, and it was earlier not considered to hold
wilderness qualities during Wilderness Study designations. If
a withdrawal using ACEC criteria is utilized, then defacto
wilderness management of Lone Mountain will be attained
without congressional approval of true wilderness. The same
could be said for Lunar Crater and Timber Mountain Caldera.

At Rhyolite an ACEC would halt future gold exploration within
and beyond the 200 acre outline of the proposal. It seems
paradoxical that Rhyolite was established as a mining town in
our mining boom to bust cycles, and that the survival of a few
ruins would eliminate any future resource extraction in.the
area. The area does not warrant protection.

Designation of some of the wildlife and cultural resource
ACECs seem to take more land than what may be required to
protect specific values. These areas include: Cane Man Hill,
Railroad Valley, Stormy-Abel, and Trap Springs. Further
review to reduce their size should be considered.

To reiterate our position, Kennecott supports Alternative HNo.

1 to the Tonopah RMP which is the choice for no new action. We
believe the BLM stewardship should continue at its current level.

Sincerely,

Steven D. Craig
Exploration Manager

sbc/cl

cc:

Steve Jones
Tom Patton
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September 30, 1993

Mr. Ted Angle

v At A
& add, ln Lo § Aot St el TS g Tonopah Resource Area Manager

it and_ y 2 /~1 wtd fertarmel Bureau of Land Management
Wl ¢ @ At MGMAJ.W««M‘ n’w P.O. Box 91}
e B 7 A 3 * Tonopah, Nevada 89049

RE: Nye County C on the Sub of the Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan
and Envir | Impact S

Dear Mr. Angle:

This letter provides the Nye County Board of C issioners® on the substance of
the June 1993 Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Envir al Imp S
(DRMP/EIS). The Board of Commissioners provided comments on procedural aspects of the
DRMP/EIS in a separate document,

Because of Nye County's limited staff resources and the brief time allotted for review, and
because the BLM did not include Nye County as a cooperating agency, our review of the DRMP/EIS
is incomplete and our comments are limited to those we were able to prepare within the allotted
comment period. We could be able 1o conduct a complete review if more time were alloned.
Consequently, Nye County formally requests an extension of the period for review and comment on
the DRMP/EIS.

If Nye County were to develop its own preferred alternative for the management of public
lands within the Tonopah Resource Area, it would probably contain elements of each of the four
alternatives contained in the DRMP/EIS. But because Nye County was not designated a cooperating
agency under the provisions of NEPA, we had limited input into the alternative formulation process.
Therefore Nye County must support Alternative 1, despite our reservations that it is not 8 true “no-
action alternative.”

Nye County also believes that the BLM's public review and comment process was flawed.
We provide our reasons for this opinion in our comments on the procedural aspects of the RMP/EIS
process. In an attempt to obtain additional public comment, Nye County held public hearings on the
Tonopah DRMP/EIS in the Nye County Board of Commissioners chambers in Tonopah during the
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Nye Counry Comments on the Subsiance of the Tonopah DRMP/EIS

month of September. The hearings were tape recorded and the recordings transcribed. We have
attached the transcripts of the public hearings to this document as Exhibit 1. Please consider these
transcripts as part of Nye County’s comments on the Tonopah DRMP/EIS.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1.

inadequate Review Period. Approximately 93 percent of the land within Nye County is
controlied by the federal government. The Tonopah Resource Area includes over 4 million
acres of public land in Nye County. The Tonopah DRMP/EIS is expected to provide
management guidance to the BLM over the next twenty years for a substantial portion of the
public land within Nye County, The plan is also intended to update management direction
for a variety of important resources. In some cases the management direction outlined in the
DRMP/EIS differs across four alternatives.

There are a multitude of topics addressed by the DRMP/EIS. The topics and associated
issues are complex, requiring both technical expertise and familiarity with the science and
practice of resource management for a full understanding. A team of over 40 BLM experts
will have spent over three years preparing and reviewing the DRMP/EIS when the final
document is issued. Yet Nye County, with one professional planner and no resource
management staff, is expected to provide meaningful comment on the document within a
three-month period.

The management direction established by the BLM will significantly affect the economy and
lives of many Nye County residents for the next generation. It is important that Nye County
and its residents understand the ramifications of the many complex issues addressed in the
DRMP/EIS. It is equally important that Nye County be able to participate in the resource
management, planning, and envirc ) impact processes, as envisioned by
FLPMA and NEPA. Our comments on participation issues are been provided under separate
cover and will not be repeated here; but it is important to reiterate that the comments on the
substance of the DRMP/EIS d in this d are necessarily limited, both by time
and by the complexity of the issues. It is Nye County’s position that full and meaningful
participation in the FLPMA and NEPA processes can only occur if the BLM extends the
comment period and reopens the FLPMA process with Nye County as a cooperating agency.

To this end, Nye County asks the following question: What negative affects to the BLM or
others would be associated with a reformulation of the Tonopah RMP/EIS process that would
allow Nye County government meaningful panticipation as a cooperating agency and allow
Nye County and its residents a Jonger review and comment period?

Need for Betier Resource Maps, The maps that accompany the DRMP/EIS are provided at
a scale which does not allow for effective review of the differences between alternatives.
Although Nye County was able to obtain larger maps, a ber of resid have d
that the format and content of the maps were not helpful. Could the BLM prepare maps that
contrast Alternatives 3 and 4 for each resource? In some cases the information contained in
the maps is not clear, For example, maps 18 and 19 do not state which C2 species are
found within the designated areas.

Nye County Board of Commissioners
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Legal Basis for BLM Jurisdiction Over Nye County Lands. In the cover letter, the DRMP/EIS
states that the draft was developed to meet the requirements of FLPMA and NEPA. On the
inside cover, the Mission Statement says the BLM is responsible for stewardship of our public
lands. But the document does not identify BLM's authority for this stewardship nor does it
describe the legal basis for jurisdiction. A number of Nye County residents have raised
questions concerning the jurisdiction of the BLM over lands in Nye County and the extent
of that jurisdiction. Please provide a summary of the legal basis for BLM jurisdiction over
lands in Nye County and the extent of the BLM's jurisdiction. For example, does the BLM
have law enforcement authority on federal lands in Nye County?

References. Throughout the DRMP, statements are made without references. For example,
page 3-1 states, “... available data indicate that many water sources do not meet the
Environmental Protection Agency's minimum standards for drinking water.” What available
cata? Similarly, the assertion on page 3-28 “...Net ranch income is estimated at $5.25 per
AUM." What is the source of this estimate? There are numerous examples of statements
and assertions without references. Consequently effective review of the document is inhibited.

In some cases, references are cited in the DRMP/EIS without full citations in the Reference
Cited section. For example, on page 4-18 (Impacts Alternative 1: from utility corridors) the

. citation at the end of the section (Holberger et al, 1975) is not included in the References

Cited section. Similarly, the references on page 3-28 (Vale, 1979, Neilson and Workman,
1971, Corbert, 1978) are not listed in the References Cited section.

Cumulative Impucts of Actions Within Alternatives. In several sections (e.g., page 3-29
Recreation; page 4-17 Impacts to Economic Conditions from livestock grazing management,
etc.), the DRMPI/EIS essentially states that effects to particular resource areas would not be
of sufficient magnitude to have any significant impact. While Nye County does not agree
with that statement in all cases, it should also he said that the DRMP/ELS does not consider
the cumularive impact of all these individually “insignificant™ actions.

Summary of Social and Economic Impacts. A summary of social and economic impacts
by alternative is not presented in Table S B.

Public Contacts. Please provide a listing of all DRMP/EIS-related government and public
contacts that occurred in Nye County and a brief description of the nature of the contact.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

6-1 OI Page 2-52: Soil and Water Resources. Please describe the process and federal law and regulations
by which the BLM asserts public reserves to meet administrative water needs.

6- 1 1| Page 3-3: Vispal Resource Management (VRM). The DRMP/EIS does not provide a map of existing

VRM classes in the resource area. Therefore, comparison with other alternatives is precluded.

-C: r Please identify the source of the

information contained in this table. Are any of these sireams intermittent or ephemeral streams?

Nye County Board of Commissioners
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Pages 3-3 & 4: Wildlife Habitat. The DRMPJEIS states “...heavy use of imporiant browse species
66— 13|ty tivestock have contributed to the deterioration of some winter range.” What is the source of the
information on which this statement is hased? Where is the deteriorated range located?

Pages 3-18 1o 3-21: Recreation. The estimate of current participafion in dispersed recreation activities
contained in Table 3 F is derived in part from data that was compiled in 1983. Since that time, Nye
County population has growa by over 100 percent and the demographic characteristics of the
population within the Tonopah Resource Area has also changed. Consequently, the 1983 data is dated
66-14' and not represenative of the percentage of the population panticipating in dispersed recreation
activities. Also, we strongly disagree with the implicit assumption inherent in the table that all
recreation use comes from Nye and Esmeralda County residents. 1t is clear that an ever-increasing
number of recreation resource users come from Reno, Las Vegas, and California. We suggest that

the BLM conduct surveys of recreation users to establish more Jistic particip

Pages 3-25 to 3-30: i

ion rates.

Since 1986, Nye County has conducted an

Social and Ecoppmic Conditions
extensive socloeconomic monitoring and analysis effort to fulfill its oversight responsibilities under
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982, as amended. Consequently, Nye County has a great
deal of current socioeconomic data that would have enhanced the BLM's analysis of this topic in the
DRMP/EIS. Esmeralda County also has socioeconomic data developed in response to NWPA. This
is but one of the many examples in which a coordinated planning process as envisioned by FLPMA

(which

is discussed in our procedural comments) would benefit the BLM, as well as Nye County and

its residents. Most of the economic data contained in the DRMP/EIS is from the 1989/1990 period

and is

taken from secondary sources compiled at the state and federal level. For example, in the

Tonopah Resource Area since 1990, the 37th Tactical Fighter Wing has been relocated from the
Tonopah Test Range and several mines have ceased or scaled-down operations. These events have
resulted in an increased importance of those sectors of the economy that rely on resources on BLM
Tand (mining, ranching, and recreation).

66-15|

66-16

A discussion about the driving forces in population growth and change in the Tonopah
Resource Area and about how those forces are linked to the resources in the Resource Area
would be useful in this section. Also, Nye County has an official process to monitor and
project population. As of the second quarter of 1993, Nye County's population monitoring
system (which is based on the 1990 census and quarterly changes in utility hook-ups)
estimated Nye County population at 21,502, which means that currens population is § percent
higher than the 7995 projection used in the DRMP/EIS. Nye County’s most recent run of
its population model projected 1995 population at 25,976, which is 21 percent higher than
the 1995 projection used in the DRMP/EIS. Nye County has spent considerahle time and
effort developing a population monitoring and projection capability. Nye County’s figures are
more appropriate numbers to use for Nye County population than the estimates and projections
contained in Table 3 L. Nye County also has sub-area economic and population estimates
which could be useful for analyzing economies and populations in the Tonopah Resource
Area.

The income and employment discussion on page 325 is misleading. The income and
employment figures contained in this section are derived from U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System (BEA) estimates. BEA
estimates for employment and income are by place of work. In Nye County, many employees
work at the Nevada Test Site (NTS) but commute daily by bus from Clark County, providing

Nys County Board of Commissioners

September 29, 1993

66-17

66-18

66-19

66-20r

e6-21

66-22

Nve County Comments on the Substance of the Tonopah DRMPIEIS

no economic benefit to the County. Estimates developed by Nye County for employment by
place of residence place the 1989 service sector level at 2,492 workers as opposed to the
BEA estimates used in the DRMP/EIS for 1989 Nye County service sector employment of
7,571. These and other adjustments bring tota) 1989 Nye County employment by place of
residence to 9,077, which is contrasted to the BEA estimates for 1989 Nye County total
employment of 13,204. Using BEA estimates without an explanation of the data overstates
employment and distorts the economy in Nye County. Additionally, the use of point-in-time
data overlooks the fact that service employment has been declining in recent years.

It would be useful 1o focus the discussion of the Nye County economy contained In this
section on the refationship between the various sectors in the economy and the resources in
the Tonopah Resource Area, It would also be useful to show how these data have changed
over time relative to activities involving resources in the resource area. For example, what
is the relationship 1o resident service ~nd retail employment and changes in mining sector
employment? In agricultural employment?

The discussion of unemployment rates on page 3-28 would also benefit from a broader
historical perspective. For example, in 1992 Nye County the average unemployment rate
(6.95) was higher than the statewide average (6.56). Recent Nye County unemployment rates
were as high as 11.5 percent (June 1993 seasonally-adjusted rate) refiecting closures and
layoffs at area mines as well as layofts at NTS.

The data used for the Soci i itudes \'J is over 12 years old.
During that time, Nye County population has more than doubled and issues associated with
mining, grazing, and other uses of public lands have evolved substantially. It would be
useful here to provide current data on the attitudes and values of Tonopah Resource Area
residents toward public land resources and the proposed change in use of those federal
resources, which are being considered hoth at the national and resource area levels.

The discussion of per capita income contained on page 3-27 would benefit from historical data
tather than the one-point-in-time 1989 estimate. For example, Nye County per capita income
has been falling since 1989.

On page 3-27, the DRMP/EIS incorrectly states that federal land ownership within Nye
County amounts to almost 74 percent of the total. In fact, federal land within Nye County
amounts to almost 93 percent of the total land area within the County.

On page 3-28, under Affected Sectors, Agriculture, the DRMP/EIS asserts that “.. Little
indirect income is generated by agricultural purchases within either of the counties.” While
it is true that most farm implements are purchased outside of the counties, these purchases
oceur in Reno and Las Vegas, as well as in Bishop. This statement also ignores the other
Kinds of indirect Income generated by the ranching industry, Local purchases of graceries,
restaurants, hardware items, services, and equipment repair are an important part of the
economies of the communities of Round Mountain and Tonopah in Nye County.
Additionally, the taxes paid by the ranching industry support local government and school
employment, which in turn generate jobs and additional indirect spending.

Nye County Board of Commissioners
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The statement on page 3-28 that “...Net ranch income is estimated at $5.25 per AUM," is
not tied to 2 particular year nor supported by reference or an explanation of methods, Nye
County sources indicate that net ranch income from grazing on public lands has been as low
as $1 in recent years.

The discussion of the economic benefits associated with the use of the public range land is
misleading in that it does not recognize recent events and the erosion of the value of grazing
permits. The provisions of “Rangeland Reform '94™ and other measures that may be enacted
by the Department of the Interior (DOI) or Congress may substantially alter the value of
grazing permits. The uncertainty surrounding the changes in grazing fees and regulations has
had a direct effect on the value of grazing permits. These effects should-be discussed in the
DRMP/EIS. BLM should also delaying i of the RMP/EIS until these issues
are resolved by DOI or Congress to avoid substantial revisions.

The discussion of mining on page 3-29 states that “...Mining is the second largest income-
producing activity in Nye County.” This statement is based on the use of BEA income data.
As described above, the BEA data includes service sector jobs held by Clark County
residents. Service sector income includes services such as auto mechanics and dry cleaners,
and business services such as are provided by contractors at the Nevada Test Site and
Tonopah Test Range. In terms of income for Nye County residents, mining is the largest
revenue-producing industry.  Similarly, Nye County's tax base is heavily dependent on
revenues from the mining sector. The DRMP/EIS should contain a broader discussion of the
relationship between mining and local government fiscal conditions. The DRMP/EIS should
also discuss the effect recent and anticipated changes in the regulations governing mineral
exploration and development on public lands could have on Nye County fiscal conditions.

On pages 3-29 and 3-30 under the discussion titled “Recreation,” 10 the list of *...Public land
resources associated with recreation and affected by this plan...” we would add lands available
for off-highway vehicle (OHV) use. On page 3-19 the DRMP/EIS states *...The primary
recreation activity is OHV use.” Therefore, it seems only logical to include lands available
for OHV use as a land resource associated with recreation. Also, the methods or sources for
the “expenditures deriving from recreation activities™ and the associated income and job
estimates are not provided.

66-26[
also contains the “...While public lands recreation activities do

This
| contribute, in some measure, to the local economy, any potential gains or losses would not

be of sufficient magnitude to have any significant impact. Recreation expenditures will not,
therefore, be considered further in the impact analysis. Neither OHV designations, nor
adjustments in wildlife populations will produce a measurable difference....” These statements
are unsupported by analysis in the DRMP/EIS. As discussed above, the methods for
estimating recreation activity participation are hased on dated studies. There are no
projections of future participation in resource-based activities contained in the analysis. It
would seem that the analysis should provide twenty-year projections of resource-based
recreation activities and establish the economic effects of such activities hefore the assertion
can be made that potential gains or losses would be insignificant.

onditions from__livestock

Page 4-17: o _Economi

management:

Alternativ
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This section states “...No changes in the administration of grazing on public tands would be
introduced.” This statement ignores the curremt Rangeland Roform 94 initiative of the DOI
and the grazing reform bills that are before both houses of Congress. I is very likely that
1994 will see sweeping changes in the administration of grazing on public lands. To ignore
these imminent changes does a disservice 10 Nye County and its residents and renders the
DRMP/EIS both incomplete and inaccurate,

Does the initial stocking level of 162,766 reflect some voluntary, temporary reductions in
stocking levels? If so, would it not be mare accurate 1o reflect the permitted stocking level?

This section does not address the effects of current grazing allotment evaluation practices.
The Allotment Categorization Table presented in Appendix 8 indicates there is no grazing
allotment in the Tonopah Resource Area that is in satisfactory condition. It has been the
BLM’s recent practice 1o recommend reductions in animal unit months (AUM:s) for allotments
that are in unsatisfactory condition. In some cases, Nye County ranchers have stated that
they cannot remain in operation with reductions in AUMs. Has the BLM analyzed the effects
of reductions in AUMSs for all grazing allowunents listed as having unsatisfactory conditions?

This section also states that *...No significant economic impacts to the livestock grazing
industry or to local economies is expected.” Based on the absence of the analysis identified
above and the absence of the analysis of proposed changes in grazing fees and regulations,
Nye County believes that this statement cannot bhe supported.

Page 4-83: s jve 4 cts o th s angd Rights-0f-Way Programs fro; and:

and Rights-of-Way: Nye County questions the logic in denying disposal of 3,840 acre agricultural
entry application because of “the negative effects of low level, high speed flights on human beings
and animals.” This area is less than three miles from the administrative and operational facilities of
the Tonapah Test Range, where thousands of people have warked on a daily basis for many years,
Would 2 rejection of this application be supportuble hased on those circumstances?

Appendix 5. Please provide a description of the methods used to develop the Proposed Range
Improvement Projects identified in this tahle.

Appendix 6. Do the initial stocking levels for livestock Jisted in this table reflect voluntary temparary
reductions by the permittee or do they reflect permitted levels?

Appendix 8. The Range Condition column in this Allotment Categorization table shows that no
allotment in the Tonopah Resource Area has range that is in satisfactary condition. Please provide
a complete description of the categories for this table and the methods for evaluating and categorizing
allotments. Have these categorizations been icated (o the per ? Some permittees have
stated that BLM representatives have told them that range conditions on their allotments are good.
Are these statements contradictory?

We would reiterate that these comments represent only a partial review of the Tonopah
DRMP/EIS.  Given additional time, Nye County could interact with Nye County residents and
Tonopah Resource Area stakeholders, conduct a more thorough review, and provide additional
comments which, we believe, would result in a better RMP/EIS.

Nye County Board of Commissioners September 29, 1993
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Sincerely,
NYE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

- ok

Cameron ,McRae, Chairman

Richard er, Vice Chairman

(G lorzaur

Red Copas{, Member

Dave Hannigan, Meuib€r

/J YY) Q-az@q

/oe Maslach, Member

Attachments

ce: The Honorable Richard H. Bryan, United States Senator w/o Exhihit
The Honorable Harry Reid, United States Senator w/o Exhibit
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich, United States Representative w/o Exhibit
The Honorable James H. Bilbray, United States Representative w/o Exhibit
The Honorable Frankie Sue Del Papa, Nevada State Attorney Genera) wio Exhibit
The Honorable Mike McGinnis, Nevada State Senator w/o Exhibit
The Honorable Roy Neighbors, Nevada State Assemblyman w/o Exhibit
The Honorable Bruce Babhit, Secretary of the Interior w/ Exhibit
Mr. Jim Baca, Director, Bureau of Land Management w/ Exhibit
Mr. Billy R. Templeton, Nevada State Director, Bureau of Land Management w/ Exhibit
Mr. Jim Currivan, District Manager, BLM Banle Mountain District Office w/ Exhibit
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September 30, 1993

Mr. Ted Angle

Tonopah Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

RE:  Nye County Board of Cc of Procedural Aspects of the Draft Tonopah
Resource Management Plan and Envir ) Impact S Process

Dear Mr. Angle:

This letter provides the Nye County Board of Commissioners’ comments on procedural aspects
of the June 1993 draft of the Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (DRMP/EIS). B of the ber and plexity of the issues involved, Nye County
will provide on the sub ¢ of the draft under separate cover.

Based on our preliminary review of the draft and our understanding of both the Federal Land
Policy and Managemens Act of 1976 (FLPMA) and the Natlonal Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), we formally request the following actions:

®  that the draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement be
remanded to the BLM interdisciplinary team for further evaluation and public comment; and,

that the BLM allow Nye County to participate in a meaningfut, coordinated land and resource
use planning effort as is envisioned by the spirit and the letter of FLPMA.

The remainder of this document provides Nye County’s reasoning for these requests,

COUNTY OF NYE « P.O.BOX 153 + TONOPAH, NEVADA 89049 + (702) 482-8191
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activities, real coordination in the spirit of FLPMA did not - occur during the Tonapah
RMPIEIS progess,

Qress

On February 5, 1992, the Nye County Board of Commissioners sent a memorandum to a
number of BLM officials, including the T pah Area M , the BLM Battle Mountain District
Manager, the BLM Nevada State Director, the Director of the BLM, and the Secretary of the
Interior, notifying each of these officials of Nye County’s desire to participate in the federal land use
planning efforts (see Exhibit A). Yet Nye County officials and staff were merely notified of public
review and comment opportunities in the Tonopah RMP process. No meaningful attempt at
coordinated BLM/Nye County land use and resource planning has occurred.

Provision 1 (A.) of this MOU, dated August |3, 1981, states that each party will
“...Cooperate in land use decision making, including consultation in land use decisions and in
preparation of “land use plans, including for example, County master plans and BLM resource
management plans.”

Provision I1. (B.) of this MOU states that the BLM will *.. Solicit County participation in
developing plans, programs, and proposals for management of public lands and consider those views
in the decision pracess. Participation will include analysis of management possibilities and the
development of environmental alternatives, and the County shall retain the right to receive notice of
and to participate in such planning pracedures as are provided by Section 202 () of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976."

Nye County was not afforded the opportunity to participate in the analysis of land
management opportunities or the development of environmental alternatives.

several incopsistencies with this plan

Nye County Board of Commissioners September 29, 1993
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Nye County has a Policy Plan for Pullic Lands, which was approved by the Nye County
Board ot Commissioners on April 3, 1985. Several of the provisions of the RMP appear 10 be in
conflict with this plan. The BLM is specifically directed to discuss any inconsistencies and describe
the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the rlan or law,

4. The Draft Tonopsh RMP and EIS did not fully address cumulative_impacts,

There are at least three areas in which the draft inadequately addresses potential cumulative
impacts.

The 1987 Amendments to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) designated Yuccs
Mountain as the sole candidate site to be studied for the potential location of the
nation's first (and possibly only) high level nuclear wasie repository,  Although Yucca
Mountain is located in southern Nye County, within the BLM Stateline Resource
Arca, two of the three rail access routes that are curremly heing considered for
transportation of nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain would cross lands located within
the Tonopah Resource Area. Under current schedules and if the site is found suitable
for a repository, a rail line could be constructed within the next 20 years,
Consequently, the Nye County Board of Commissiuners believes that the Yucca
Mountain rail route alternatives are “reasonable forescesble future actioas™ as defined
in 40 CFR 1508.7.  Althouyh the U.S. Depantment of Energy will be required 1o
assess the environmental impacts of a rail spur under NEPA, it is necessary that BLM
consider the potential developinent of 2 rail spur as 3 cumulative impact, and it would
also be important for the BLM 10 consider the effects of the propused vai! routes on’
ather resources 48 it conducts resource planning efforts,

Nye County, under its statutory NWFA authority and responsibility bas accumulated
considerable data and conducied numerous analyses of tha repository  and ancillary
transportation routes that could be useful in the cumulazive assessment portion of the
Tonopah RMP and EIS process. This would seem to be another good reason for the
coordination of kind use, planning, und 2 t activities cavisioned hy FLPMA
and for the Nye County participation in the analysis of management possibilities and
development of environmental aliernatives envisioned by the 1981 Nye County/BLM
MOU. :

According to the definition in 40 CFR 1508.7, “Cumulative impacts can result fiom
individuatly minor but callcctively significant actions taking place over a perind of
time.™  Multiple use of public lands in Nye County is contiaizally being diminished
by actions associated with resource management objectives fur each aliernative. An
example is the curremt grazing allotment evalustion process.  The Allotment
Categorization Table presemed in Appendix 8 indicates that there is no grazing
allotment in the Tonopah runge thi is in satisfactory condition. 1t has been the
BLM’s recent practice to recommend substantial reductions in animal unit month's
(AUMs) for allotments with ursatisfactory range conditions.  In some cases, Nye
County ranchers have stated that they can no longer stay in operation if substanmtial
reductions in AUMs ocour. Nye County cunsiders these to he “collectively

Nye County Board of Commissioners Suptember 29, 1993
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actions and believes that the Tonopah RMP and EIS are infnmplele
without an analysis of the potential cumulative effects of these and other policies and

events described in the DRMP/EIS.

niroduced "Rangeland Reform '94: A
d Ecosystems and the Administration of
By increasing the current grazing fees by more
ing series of changes in grazing policy and
y affect the ranching
social conditions in Nye County.

The U.S. Department of the Interior has i
Proposal to Improve M.
Livestock Grazing on Public Lands®.
than 200 pescent and introducing a sweep
regulations, the prop Iy
industry and impact the economy and

reform (and whether reform will be accomplished by the
wn. It is almost certain that grazing reform
der this eventuality as a cumulative impact

The final form of grazing
Administration or by Congress) Is not kno
will occur in 1994. To neglect to consi
denies the obvious and renders the DRMP/EIS inaccurate and incomplete.

methodologies a8 required by 40 CFR paragraph 1502.24

the above-referenced Appendix 8 (Allotment Categorization) does not provide
ed to arrive at the conclusions outlined in the
documentation that will be submitted with Nye

a description of the assumptions or methodologies us:
table. There are numerous other examples of lack of
County’s detailed comments.

There are several reasons for this assertion:

The draft document is extremely technical in nature and difficult 1o read. The Nye
County planning department ran four randoml
a commercial grammar an

y selected paragraphs of the draft
d writing style evaluation program.
were rated “complex,” which according to
tex and may be difficult to resd.”
ears of education required to understand
s required educational levels that ranged
RightWriter™ criteria. 1t is likely that
the document prevented some public comment.

through RightWriter”,
All paragraphs analyzed by RightWriter™
the program means “the writing is comp
program rated the paragraphs in terms of y
the writing. Understanding of the paragraph
from 13.5 years to 15.7 years, accor
the complexity and technical nature of

blic review of the draft occurred during July,

The 90-day period provided for pu!
busiest season for ranchers and miners who are

August, and September, which is the
two of the largest stakeholder groups for Tonopah Resvurce Area,

st 26 public review
onducive to asking
The Nye County

A 3%-minute time limit was imposed on comments for the Augu
and comment meeting held in Tonopah. The format was nat ¢
questions or for the illumination of issues by the BLM.
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Commissioners know from long experience that many Nye County residents are not
comfortable with submitting written ¢ Ce ly, a sub ial b

of Nye County residents were precluded from their riglzl to meaningful comment by
the format and time limits imposed at the August 26 public meeting.

To help remedy this situation, Nye County held a public hearing on September 15,
1993, in the Commissioners’ hearing room in Tonopah. Although the County was
not able 10 advertise this hearing widely, a number of intesested parties attended and
provided comments on the Draft Tonopah RMP and EIS. Those comments were
transcribed by a court reporter and are provided as an appendix to Nye County's
on the sub of the DRMP/EIS.

®  During a Nye County Board of Commissioners meeting on September 8, 1993, at
which Ted Angle, BLM Tonopah Area Manager, and Hal Zabriskie, Resource
Management Plan Team Leader, discussed the DRMP/EIS, Mr. Zabriskie stated that
in all of the public meetings not one person spoke in support of Alternative 4, which
is the BLM’s preferred alternative. This indicates to Nye County that the BLM did
not seek adequate public and agency involvement in the alternative formulation
process.

In 1992, Nye County began the development of a county-wide comprehensive plan that will
include a public lands element. Nye County circulated a copy of an early draft 1o the BLM for
review and comment. In a letter dated February 23, 1993, the BLM Baule Mountain District
M provided on Nye County's draft plan. The letter stated, “We desire to see Nye
County produce a plan which is easily understood, deals with the issues which are relevant t0 a
majority of the residents of Nye County, and which is consistent with federal laws.” The letter also
stated “...Please contact the [Tonopah Area Manager] should you have any questions regarding the
content of this letter, or wish to formulate a working group to address federal Jands issues further,”
As 2 result of these and other comments on the public lands portion of the Draft Nye County
Comprehensive Plan, Nye County removed the public lands element from the Comprehensive Plan
and began a separate process. We have selected a contractor and we are beginning 10 seek input
from Nye County residents, public lands stakeholders, and federal land management agencies.

The Nye County Board of Commissioners would like to see the BLM pursue a similar course
of action. Nye County desires to see a Tonopsh Area RMP/EIS that is “easily understood, deals
with issues that are relevant to the majority of the residents of Nye County and is consistent with
federal laws.”

The ahove reasons form the basis for Nye County’s request to remand the Tonopah DRMP/
EIS to the BLM interdisciplinary team for further evaluation and public comment, and to allow Nye
County to participate in a meaningful, coordinated land and resource use planning effort as is
envisioned by FLPMA,

President Clinton and his Adminisiration have given great attention to the notion of
“reinventing government.™ We believe that Nye County and the Tonopah Resource Area of the BLM

Nye County Board of Commissioners September 29, 1993
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have 2 unique opportunity to impl this challenge with a coordinated resource planning effort as

envisioned in FLPMA.
We look forward to your response to our request at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

NYE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

C«wm\ ™ t‘Q@*

Cameron

7

Vice Chairman

@ /g%ux/

Red Copass/Member

D3ve Hannigan, Mze

Lua —nJe cz{/q,
{ ye Mastach, Member

Atachments

cc: The Honorahle Richard H. Bryan, United States Senator
The Honorable Harry Reid, United States Senator
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich, United States Representative
The Honorable James H. Bilbray, United States Represemative
The Honorable Frankie Sue Del Papa, Nevada State Attorney General
The Honorable Mike McGinnis, Nevada State Senator
The Honorahle Roy Neighhors, Nevada State Assemblyman
The Honorable Bruce Babhit, Secretury of the Interior
Mr. Jim Baca, Director, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Billy R. Templeton, Nevada State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Jim Cursivan, District Manager, BLM Battle Mountain District Office

Nye County Board of Commissioners

Sepiember 29, 1993
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original letter)

Page 7 - (Del Haas) "And yet, on Page A-16 of the Tonopah
RMP, " it states that the present management of RO
Livestock’s specific allotments is unsatisfactory."

Page 27 - {Bill Kohlmoos) Now, although the date on the
first page is June 4th, 1993, supposedly when this was
issued, very few people were privileged to see a copy or
even be aware of its existence until the past two weeks.
It was not presented properly to the public.

Page 29 - (Bill Kohlmoos) There were many complaints that
the maps were of poor quality and concealed many things
and that there were no maps of land status, water rights
or roads, the three most important items.

Page 31 - (Bill Kohlmoos) On Page 2-7 of the plan under
"Watershed, " they say -- and this is quoting -~ "Initjate
water control measures on seventeen areas." They don’t
say what areas.

Page 55 - (Richard cCarver) “In addition to BIM’s
coordinated regulations, BLM regulations also require
consistency between federal land use plans and local
plans. BLM regulations require BILM plans to be
consistent with local community (inaudible) plans.

Page 81 -~ (Joe Fallini) I‘d like to know where one
hundred and forty miles of fence would go on our outfit
and I can‘t find it in this EIS.




Bureau of Land Management, Tonogah Resource Area
Manager

DATE: Septemker 25, 1993
SUBJECT: RMP Comments
-Dear Sir:

I am a Nye County Commissioner representing District One. I have
1ived in Smoky Valley my entire life where I zm a second
generation rancher. My ranch does not have any dependency on
public lands for grazing, nor do I have any mining claims on
public lands today. Therefore, I have no conflicts of interest.
1 am writing only as a commissioner, 2nd those views may or may
not be those of the Board of Nye County Commissioners.

I have to ask that this RMP/EIS be remanded for redraft because
of the statement the BLM Area Manager made to the Nye County
commissioners after all the public hearings were held. He
reported that, "Out of the four public hearings, not one rerson
testified in support of the BLY Prefexred Alternative." This
‘alone justifies a remand for redraft.

I am requesting that the Tcnopah Rescurce Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement be remanded and redrafted in a
cooperative effort with Nye County commissioners as required by
Federal Regulations.

I am not going to comment on specific items, but will comment on
the overall document and will bring out the justification to have
{t remanded. 1I will reserve, as a county commissiorer, the right
to suctmit additional comments after October 1, 1993.

This plan lacks in describing affected environments of water and
public access, both teing very essential to human survival in
desert environment. The plan also lacks in describing the
effects this plan will have on private property rights. The
evidence is clear, that the new management plan wants to seize
control over water rights, access and range improvements. Trhese
are in fact property rights recognized by Nye County and I intend
to do everything possibie to protect these rights.

This EIS does not mention any inconsistencies the BLM plan has
with the Nye County land use plan, as required by law. Nye
County was not given a review time to notify BLM of the
inconsistencies so the BLM could incorporate them into the EIS.

I am very supportive of a coordinated land use planning effort
involving the BLM and Nye County on Federal lands that have been
ceded to the United States by the Hevada State Legisiature. Eut
on public lands that Nevaca cwns, Nye County should ke
responsible for their menzgement.

COUNTY OF NYE +« PO.BOX 153 + TONOPAH, NEVADA £9048 » (702) £62:819)
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RMP/EIS cont'd.

wWith that in mind, I wil}l now show my opposition to several
areas, whereby requesting this plan be remanded.

Opposition to time allowed for public comment,

This above mentioned process is expected, bty the BLM, to provide
management guidance over the next 20 years. The BLM allowed
three and one half (3%) minutes for oral comments at the Tonopah
meeting on August 26, 1993, and only 90 days for written
comments.

It is interesting to note that it took 17 BLM employees (Table
6A) from February 1990, or before, until June 1993 to prepare the
above mentioned plan. This also included 29 BLM employees that
reviewed the plan, many who only reviewed specific areas, (Table
6B). There is not any mention of Nye County help in preparing or
reviewing.

Opposition to the Level of Comprehension of the Plan and Process

According to a computer program that Nye County performed with
the draft plan, it is written at a 14th grade level.

I believe that a land use plan that affects each and every person
in Nye County, should be developed and written so the average
person can easily comprehend the material, that being a sixth to
eighth grade level.

Opposition to a Twenty Year Plan

In 1989, ELM did an evaluation of the 1981 Tonopah MFP and the
1986 Esmeralda-Southern Nye RMP. "It became evident that a
combination of expanding resource development and changes in
management directicn had rendered the documents inadaquate for
long-term management guidance of many resources."” (Page 1-1)
These plans of less than ten years vere outdated so now BLM vants
a twenty year plan? The only benefit I see in a twenty year plan
is for those with a hidden agenda. A five year plan would be in
the best interest of the public welfare, therefore, that is what
1 recommend.

Opposition to Resource Area not containing all of Nye County

Currently, Nye County has to work with four BLM Districts and six
BLM resource management areas, each having its own resource
management plan. Each existing plan is inconsistent with the Nye
County land use plan. None of the BLM area plans were
coordinated with Nye County notr has BLM taken any measures to
resolve any conflict. So why develop another plan that does nct
follow 43 CFR 1600 regulations. With the limjited staff in KRye
County, it is impossible to work through the process in so many
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RMP/EIS cont'd.

different plans.

Before the development of a resource plan, the resource area
should be changed to include all of Nye County.

The BLM claims in this document, that "ft has been coordinated
with existing land-use plans of adjoining areas to ensure
consistency to the extent possible.” I believe this to be wrong
and I request that documentation showing cocrdination and
consistency of other land-use plans be provided so a reviewer can
read it for comparison.

Opposition to not including all program-scecific determinations

Listed below are four existing environmental impact statements
covering actions in the resource area that should have been
i{ncluded with the draft plan so a reviever could have a clear
understanding of all the issues involved.

Tonopah Livestock Grazing EIS

Esmeralda - Southern Nye RM?/EIS

Tonopah Wilderness Recommendation Final EIS
Esmeralda - Southern Nye Wilderness Final EIS

Therefore, with these documents included, I request this be
remanded.

Opvosition to maps

First, the maps are not large enough for a good interpretation,
and there is no way to compare them. .

Needed are exact land status maps of the following:

Private property rights map

Private lands

Water map

Water permit map--one surface and one underground
Patented mining claim map

Cnpatented mining claim map

Access map

County, State and Federal road map

BLY road map

Without the above maps, I cznnot make a fair and ccmplete
evaluation of the plan.

Page 4
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Therefore, I reguest the plan be remanded to include the maps
1isted and use better defined mars.

opposition to data provided in tables

Here is an example of a table lacking complete and accurate
information. Table 3c 1lists three creeks in Smoky Valley, I
know that there are about twenty creeks in Smoky Valley that
drain onto public lands.

Another example is Table 3D--Wild Horse and Burro census data.
There is no mention of the 1971 horse populations or 1971 herd
management areas. The Nye County plan requires "Wild horse and
turro populations and herd use areas ke based on statistics
cathered vhen the Wild Korse and Burro Act was passed (1971)."

Comments I have received over the past several weeks and the life
time kncwledge I have about the wild horse issue, 1 want to see
the documentation of how the BLM arrived at the figures in Table
3D. 1 believe them to be totally inaccurate.

Table 3L - Population. The BLM 1995 preliminary forecast for Nye
County is a population cf 20,400. A Rye County Nuclear Waste
Repcsitory Project Cffice letter of Sept. 20, 1993, to
commissicner Richard Carver, estimated XNye County was home to
21,502 people as of the end of June, 1993. The was down 62
rersons from the end of the rrevious quarter.

Because of the Repository Project office, Nye County has a myriad
of statistical information. Had the ELM coordinated with Nye
County, accurate informaticn would have been used. Therefore, I
reguest the plan te remanded to incorporate accurate Nye County
data.

Opposition to information used in Avocendix takles

Most of the appendix tables are hard to understand, tacking
information, perhaps misleading or are of value to BLM personnel
only.

An example is Proposed Range Improvement Projects-Smoky. Why
would the BLM propose to btuild 52 miles of fence with only tvo
cattle guards and only one vwater cevelopment for only 4308 AUMS?
How cost effective is this? R2ll this would do is cause heavy
utilization in certain areas. There is no justificaticn for this
groject.

Another example is Allotment Categorizaticn, where there are 34
allotrencs listed. Not one allotment is categorized as SAT.
Tventy two of these allotments are listed as present management




¥ being UNSAT.
generation rancher

is that the BLM
The BLM has
1940's in this county an
unsatisfactory.,
management that is responsive t
that can only be the Nye County Commissioners.

Opposition_to document not h
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It is hard for me to believe that third and fourth

s out there are such bad managers that their
ranges are in unsatisfactory condition. All this indicates to me
is not doing its job as public 1land use

been managing this land since the late

d if in over 40 years conditlions are

then ve need a change in management. We need

o the people of KNye County and

Therefore, I again request the plan be remanded.

aving a_c.mplete analysis of the

custom and culture of Nye County 2nd the effects on our county's

The 1ivestock and mi
economic stability of Nye County.
the economic impacts th
County, which make the
to be redrafted.

economic stability.

neral industries are the mainstay to the

The process completely ignored

at different alternatives have on Nye
document incomplete and must be remanded

Objection to BLM not following federal requlaticn, Memoradum_of

Understanding
The BLM did not follow federal regulations.

Nye County does have a land
notify the BLM, by letter,

desire to participate in lan
Memorandum of Understanding,
BLM did not c
this necessitates the pl
over with Nye County having voice

use plan, dated 4/3/85, (encl.) did
dated 2/5/92, (enci.) of the county's
d use planning and has a signed

gated 8/13/81, (encl.) with the
oordinate with Nye County in the process and
an be remanded and the process started

in our destiny.

Objection to BLM's assumption that they have jurisdiction on

I testified before the N

alt

public lands within Nye County

f asked the area manager in a Nye
provide me the documentation that
of the land.

I have not received

My research and xnowledge of this
to why Nye County is not managing
The tenth amendment to
wpowers not delegated to the U
nor provided by it to the states,
respectively, or to the people."

County commission meeting to
provides the federal ownership
an answer to my question.

subject raises the guestion as
the public lands within its

the Constitution states that
nited States by the Constitution

are reserved to the states

evada Assembly Judiciary Committee ‘on
1993, from the report of the Interdepartmental
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committee for the Study of Jurisdiction over Federal Areas within
the States, dated April 1956, and submitted to Attorney

Herbert Brownell, Jr. and transmitted to President Eisenhover.
“Jt is a well settled matter of law that on those 1ands held by
the federal government pursuant to Article 1, Section 8, Clause
17, of the U.S. Constitution, the United States has the
undisputed power to exercise both jurisdiction and authority. It
is equally clear that on those lands held by the federal
government...wvhere the state has _not ylelded
soverelignty...jurisdiction and authority remain with the state."

Pollards Lessee v. Hagan, 44 U.S. (3 How) 112. 11 L. Ed. 565
(1845) discusses the agreement by the legislatures of territories
seeking admission into the Union, that they disclaim all right
and title to the unappropriated lands lying within their
respective territories. (Sec. 4 of the Nevada Admission Act
(1664), found in Volume 29 of the Nevada Revised Statutes,
contains such a provision). It states that such an agreement, in
combination with the Property Clause of the U. S. Constitution
(Art. 4, Section 3, Clause 2) which reads that Congress is given
the power to make all needful rules and regulations respecting
the territory or other property belonging to the Unjited States,
results merely in the federal government having the right to pass
lavs protecting public lands from taxaticn and providing for
their sale.

Dred Scott v. Stanford, 60 U. S. (19 How.) 393, 15 L. Ed. 691
(1856), sald Court discussed the reasons for insertion of the
Property Clause in the Constitution. The federal government was
to be one of carefully limited powers, and it had no grant of
authority to receive and administer the unappropriated lands and
other properties, such as military equipment and supplies, which
the thirteen criginal sovereign states wished to cede to it for
the common good. The raising of money to pay the public debt by
selling the lands was the main object of the cessions. The
Property Clause provided the United States government with the
pover to take possession of the properties and protect them, so
that they could be disposed of in an orderly fashion. "It
applies only to the property which the States held in common at
that time, and has no reference vhatever to any territory or
other property which the new sovereignty might afterwards itself
acquire."”

United States v. Gratiot, 39 U.S. (14 Pet.) 526, 10 L. Ed. 573
(1840), which declares that the limitations on what the federal
government can do with its property, by reason of the origin of
the Property Clause, apply only to lands within the original
thirteen states; there are no such 1imitation on territory
subsequently acquired by the federal government by treaty or
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conguest.

In 1787, Congress specified that rnew States shall be admitted
into the Union "...on an equal footing with the original states
in all in all respects whatever.” This doctrine applies only to
political rights and sovereignty; supreme power, freedom from
outside control.

St. Louis-San Francisco Ry. v. Satterfield, sugra. The
legislature cf a state has unlimited power to transfer
jurisdiction to the United States except as it may ke restricted
by State or Federal constitutions."” The federal government
cannot, by unilateral action on its part, acquire legislative
jurisdiction over an area within the exterior boundaries of a
state. Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17, of the Constitution,
provides that legislative jurisdiction may be transferred
pursuant to its terms cnly with the consent of the legislature of
the state in which is located the area subJect to the
jurisdictional transfer.

The .consent requirement of Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17, was
intended by the framers cf the Corstitution to preserve the
states' jurisdictional integrity against Federal encroachment.
Eisenhover Report, Part II, Page 46, 47.

In researching the Nevada State Constitutional Provisions and
Status of General Effect Relating to the Acquisition of
Legislative Jurisdiction by the United States, no where do I find
that the United States Dept. of Interior, BLM, purchased any
public land or that the Nevada Legislature ceded any jurisdiction
over public land to the United States Dept. of Interior, ELM.

Therefore, the evidence is clear that the jurisdiction and
management of the natural resources on the puklic lands within
the borders of Nevada, belong to the State cf Nevada. The United
States federal government only has jurisdiction cn property it
purchased and which has been ceded to the federal goverrment by
the Nevada Legislature.

In Nye County, the only property that has been ceded to the

U. S. Federal Government is the 1land required by the Department
of Defense and the post office in Tonopah. There is no property
that has been ceded to the U. S. Federal Goverrnment in Esmeralda
County.

I am still researching, trying to find what property the United
States Federal Government purchased in Nye County from the State
of Nevada. Maybe there is debt here that has never been paid.
Therefore, I request that the answer to the question of PARAMOUNT
TITLE be included in the Environmental Impact Statement.

Page 8
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As a Nye County Commissioner, I hereby demand that the draft
Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement be remanded and develcped in coordinated effort between
RNye County and the ELM on lands that have been purchsed by the
United States Government and jurisdiction cecded to the United
States government by tne Nevada Legislature pursuant to Article
1, Section 8, Clause 17 of the United States Constitution.
Further more, I also cemand that no further action be taken until
the Rangeland Reform 94 is finalized, as page eight of that
document states, "Some ELY land use plans may require amendment
to incorporate naticnal Standarcés and Guidelines, and reflect
consistency with new rules and regulations.*

I took the oath of office to uphold the Ccnstitution of the
United States and the Constitution of the State of Nevaca. 1
have no choice in the ratter as rany Nye County citizens oppose
the BLM action. I further request that this ccmplete comment be
macde part cf the official record and be attached to the final
Tonopah Resource Managemarnt Plan ard Envircnmental Impact
Statement.

Thank )ou.

? (A7 //[efzcc L_,

Richard L. Carver
Vice Chairman
Nye County Comnmissicn

Encl: ‘Memorandum cof Understanding
~ye County Policy Flan for Fublic Lands
Notification of Cesire to Participate
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CC:

Secretary of Interior, Bruce Babbitt .

U. S. Senator, Harry Reid

U. S. Senator, Richard Bryan

U. S. Representative Barbara Vucanovich

U. S. Representative James Bilbray

Honorable Governor of the State of Nevada, Bob Miller
Honorable Attorney General, State of Nevada, F. S. Del Papa
National Director, BLM, Jim Baca :
State Director, BLM, Billy Templeton

pistrict Director, BLM, James Currivan

Legislative Counsel Bureau pirector, John Crossley
Nevada Dept. of Agriculture, Tom Ballow

Nevada Dept. of Minerals. Russ Flelds

Nevada Dept. of National Resources, Pete Morros
pivision of State Lands, Pam Wilcox

Nye County Commissioners

Esmeralda County commissioners

Tonopah Times and Goldfield News, Hank Beals

peath Valley Gateway Gazette

Nevada Farm Bureau

Nevada Cattleman's Assoclation

Nevada Mining Association

Nevada Miners and Prospectors Association

Mike McGinness, State Senator

Roy Neighbors, State Assemblyman

T

United States Department of the Interior Sibil e

[ 7
]
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ——— R
Western Region - -
N mPLs arEa T 00 Harvison Sueet, Suite GO0
San tramisco, California 94107-1372

L7617 (WR-RP)

24 SEP 193

Memorandum
To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Nevada
From: Regional Director

Subject: Tonopah Resource Management Plan (RMP), Bureau of Land
ggga gygg;o(BLM), Draft Environmental Impact Statement,

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subjec
Tonapah Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impac% st;gg;::t for
potential impacts to Death valley National Monument (DEVA).

Gen me

Adverse impacts to DEVA's ground water and scenic resour

resglt from mineral development in the Tonapah Resource x::aT.yTho

BLM's preferred Alternative No. 4 could result in decreased

protection of ground water and scenic resources of DEVA. 8y

contrast, Alternative 3 provides DEVA and the proposed expansion area

géggdeg:a¥ag;°g;eatir prgt:ctégcAthan the current management program.
relevant to we

Based on facto , recommend the adoption of

Visual Resources

The no action alternative continues the decision in the .
Southern Nye RMP (1986) to maintain the scenic quality ogsﬂzcgég'
State Route 374 (Beatty to DEVA) and Nevada State Route 276 (Scotty’s
Junction to DEVA). The Esmeralda-Southern Nye AMP did not set visual
resource management (VRM) classifications. ¥he NPS considers
maintenance of scenery to be at least Class 11 as defined in Appendix
éggés ?%tsaaa;i;:sifis :2eno?1y :ﬁtlgn alternative that maintains a

1 cation for the two
Class 11 VAK classificat state routes from the Tonapah

The preferred alternative lowers VAM goals for those two corrid

and provides insignificant benefit to the mining and petroleu; ors

industry. On map 54, which shows classifications for fluid mineral
resources potential, the 276 and 374 routes are in areas showing no
fluid mineral potential. Locatable mineral potential is also low
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(Map 62). The draft EIS implies that mineral development
restrictions in areas of low potential do not significantly affect
future production of that mineral. Proper resource management should
not risk degradation of one resource when the benefits to another are
insignificant.

Some of the area is of *unknown® potential and could later prove to
be economic for mineral production. The VRM Class Il designation
does not prevent development in many cases. Development can occur
provided ‘changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, color,
texture) caused by a management activity [are) not evident in the
characteristic landscape. A contrast may be seen but should not
attract attention.*

Development of sand and gravel pits along the highways into DEVA
would not be likely. The visual impacts associated with large pits
conflict with a Class Il VRM requirement. However, mineral material
resources are readily available in the area. Development of other
equally economic sites is possible without the negative visual
impacts on the travel corridors,

Ground Water Resources

The document's description of surface water resources 1s very weak
and the document does not address ground water resources, ground
water flow systems, and the impacts that the four management
alternatives might have on ground water flow systems. Because
surface water is not abundant in the Tonopah Resource Management Area
(RMA), ground water flow systems are an important source of water.

The water discharged from springs and the base flow of perennial
streams are derived from ground water flow systems. Withdrawing
ground water near springs and perennial streams may reduce and/or
eliminate the discharge rates of springs and streams, and adversely
affect natural resources associated with the springs and streams.

Tonopah RMA includes parts of certain ground water flow systems which
ultimately discharge water through springs in Death Valley National
Monument (see Harrill and others, 1988, Sheet 2: Harrill, J.R.,
Gates, J.S., and J.M. Thomas, 1968, Major ground-water flow systems
in the Great Basin region of Nevada, Utah, and adjacent states: U.S.
Geological Survey Hydrologic lnvestigations Atlas HA-694-C, 2
sheets). Mining activities and exporting of ground water out of
basins in the Tonopah RAMA could withdraw large quantities of ground
water and possibly reduce the discharge from regional springs in
Death Valley National Monument, given that large withdrawals occur
over a long period of time.

In a document of this type presenting a discussion of impacts to the
ground water flow systems is impossible without knowing the specifics
of existing and proposed ground water development. Perhaps

some general statements could be made in the document, which outline
a procedure or method to assess impacts caused by developments to
ground water flow systems.

Natural springs play a vital role to DEVA’s environment. The springs
near Scotty's Castle near the north boundary are less than 3 miles
from the Tonapah Resource Area. Certain types of mining and oil
field development require large volumes of water. The only viable
water source in the area is ground water aquifers. These are the
same aquifers that may supply springs in DEVA. For these reasons,
ﬁggsumptive uses of ground water aquifers in the area concern the

Discussions of impacts to watershed from mineral exploration and
development in Chapter 4 are essentially the same for each
alternative. The document states, *{W}aters found in oil and/or gas
producing formations are part of a closed system and will not impact
the general ground water of the region.®* The meaning of "closed
system* is unclear, If meant to be a general characteristic of oil
and gas bearing formations, the statement is not accurate. If meant
to be characteristic of the area, the document should glainly state
that oil and gas bearing formations are not hydraulically connected
to shallow aquifers or surface waters in the area. Also, shallow
aquifers often supply large volumes of water for injection into oil
zones for pressure maintenance or secondary recovery projects. 0il
and gas operations can adversely affect ground water resources.

The Grapevine and Queer Mountain areas are now Wilderness Study Areas
(Map 42). Congress ma¥ return these areas bordering DEVA to a
multiple-use status, The preferred alternative opens them to oil and
gas leasing under standard terms and conditions. The alternative
also places minimal restrictions on mining activities. Management of
these areas under the Interim Management Plan for Wilderness Study
Areas provides adequate protection of ground water in DEVA. .
Alternative 3 maintains that level of protection. Alternatives 1, 2,
and the preferred Alternative 4 may not.

If you have any questions, or if we can be of further assistance
please contact Ron Replogle (415) 744-3968.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document.

7

cc
Superintendent, Death Valldy National Wonument
WASO-774

REQ/SFN




| T

W. B. KOHLMOOS
P.O. Box 50300
Reno, Nevada 89513
September 27, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Subject: RMP COMMENTS

Dear Sir:

1 have reviewed the draft of the Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement. 1t is a very comprehensive and carefully prepared document which reflects
the input of many hours of hard work and thought. However, I have certain objections which
I would like to register with your office.

There are a number of references to the BLM's intention to acquire water rights, e.g.
page 2-16, WILD HORSES AND BURROS, *3. The BLM will apply for appropriative water
rights and/or will assert public water reserves on waters as they are identified or as they become
available.” Itis my understanding that the water belongs to the State of Nevada and that private
entities can obtain valid personal water rights from the State, and these are recognized as
personal property. This practice should not be changed and the BLM should not possess any
water rights whatsoever.

I object to the absence in the report of any maps of: 1) existing roads; 2) Valid water
71-1 rights;

and 3) land status. The maps which are included are atmost illegible.

There are hundreds of dirt roads throughout the entire district, many of which were
established more than 100 years ago. These roads are used daily by ranchers, farmers, miners,
hunters, fishermen, outdoor enthusiasts, United Parcel Service, the telephone company, the

county assessor, OSHA, EPA, USFS, BLM, US military, county sheriff, and scores of other .

individuals from alt walks of life. Mention in the PLAN and EIS of withdrawals of {roadless?}
areas for "Wildlife Management”, Wildemess, or merely to “protect habitat”, and other
questionable uses, are contrary to multiple use policy and practice. These areas are being used
at present. [ object to any withdrawals.

I object to any acquisition or "taking” of private land. The BLM already controls 98%
of the area. The BLM should respect property rights.

1 object to the vague wording found throughout the Plan. Vague policy is a dangerous
practice in that it invariably leads to a profusion of unnecessary and overly-restrictive rules and
regulations which are never spelled out ahead of time, but are promulgated spontaneously by
whomever may be so inclined. Although there is no reference to the word “policy”, the plan
is riddled with vague policy style statements.

1 object to the limited time available for sub ission of cc s. There was very little,
if any, advance notice of the plan’s release. Many property owners and residents received a

T 1—2] copy as late as August or early September. 1 request that the period for comments be extended

for another 12 months and that more public meetings be scheduled. Thank you.

Sincer'ely. .
WL//L/}\

W. B. Kohlmoos
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September 9,

Ed ¥slt

Nyala Ranch
Tonopah, NV

Dear Ed:

Sincerely,

Barbara Curti

ont

RH 14 COMMEVTS

GED NEVADA FARM BUREAU FEDERATI:..

HCR 76 Box 910

Enclosed are both the Nevada and American Farm Bureau policy books
you requested.

I regret that I cannot participate in the September 15 meeting in
Tonopah, however, 1 would like to know what transpires and how we as
an organization can further assist the ranchers in the Tonopah
Resource Management Area.

1 am.enclosing an extra set of policy books for Ron Williams,
feeling that it would be more appropriate for you, a Farm Bureau

member from Nye County, to share our policy than a direct,
impersonal mailing from me.

Thank you for your call Ed, keep me updated.

Thie becke ane pot of mp preb

s

PR

NEVADA FARM BUREAU SERVICE COMPANY
1300 Marietla Way » Sparks « Nevads: e 89431 . {202) 358 #5725
1993 Cail 16l Free-inYevada (800) 99z

39049
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"RMP CcomMmMEnTs"

tritter .+, noz to June 1993
Tonopah Resource ilanagement Plan zn%
Environmental Il.npact Statetement

From Ed Ylst, HCR 76 B910, Tonopah, Nev. 89049 (702) 863-0232

The RMP does not meet the requirements of the Federal land
Policy Act of 1976 nor the National Envircnmental Policy Act of

1976 for thez following reasons: e
H@T:‘-'T‘:'” wsb1s To S€ AL 4lhicy AT iT3 €S

The entire dccument is based on false premisis,conspirjcy to deprive
American’ citiuens of their constitutional rights cf access, nultiple
use of public lands, basic fundamental property rights, due proces
Nye county's right to economic growth, and completely ignores the
sovereignty of the State of Nevada and violates several laws. (Under
NRS: Taylor Grazing, Fence, Cultural and historical land use,1872
mining lavs,llye county input Guring planning,perjurred documentation,

consyiracy to libel, illegal water seizures, etc, and Etc)

The so called No Action alternative completely ignores the fact
that the average rancher has been forced through extortion to
have already given up half of his A.U.M.S under "voluntary reductioi”
or he will have no A.U.M.S, The ranhers hava been harrassed to
sign their names to "renewed'permits" with clauses stating that

1 herited by their famil nembersL .

A A re LS AR P AR5 S Pt LS AT Y R o
TP ri—PeLomerr ¢

The entire premis of “sustainable yeild” (used to determine the

nunber of cattle that can be grazed in an allotment) is riddled
with arbitrary biased measurment criteria, is totally inacurate
and does not describe the range allotment as to average or
address the objective health. Under this "measurement system
grazing numbers can never be increased but only decreased. "Key
species criteria” completely eliminates any possibilties to
improve the grass to shrub ratio. The US FOrest Service has
successfully used this tecnigue to create a tangled undergrowth
so intense it strangles streams, starves deer, intensifies elm
desease spread and greatly increases exteme fire hazards. €hrot
grass if not properly grazed is as flammible as gasoline, - dvnagns-

MM COMAENTS Y PAGE 2 Sept, 15,1993 ylst

Alternative 2 rdditional lands under Federal management

for expension is a well documented farce. The exact opposite
is true. Economic development has always been stifled by
Federal management and incompetancy.

Alternative 3 premis is more than false for economicdevelopment
than Alternative 2,

Alternative 4 the so called preferred alternative. Preferr- i
by whom. Ted angle was asked during a Nye County Commissicner
meeting if any one spoke in favor cf the RMP or desired
alternative 4, during the recent BLM hearings. He said "NO"
Alternative 4 is the death blow to multiple use, Nye County
economy, and a “Takings Implecation" in gross violation of
executiveobder #12630.

Artifacts. Certain obvious important universally accepted sites
need to be preserved and protected. It is equally obvious that

the discovery of one arrowhead need not condemn an entire valley.

or an entire ‘county. If all of the BLM artifact sites are so
damned important why after more than twenty years have these
sites not been completely studied, ariifacts inventoried and
removed to a museum? Closure of ten year old heavily used roads
for one arrowhead is shear madness. Holding up a multimillion

dollar drilling operation because so and so just can't be bothered

to be timely is econmic ruin to private industry. To not let
cattle graze because damage may occur to what could be found

a thousand years from now is absolute lunacy. The entire EIS
sysstem has been established and or been given control to
fanatic environmentalists who in theﬂ; :el;ﬂggzlfgivirbgz‘?og._
desire multiple use of public land. ”/:M;”a’ A‘a,;x.',

Public input: There has been no public input by Nye County nor
its affected citizens allowed by BLM during the draft planning
stage in absolute violation of federal and state laws. There
may be a basis for criminal action by Nye County on behalf c.
its citizens who may be free to bring criminal charges of
malfeasance, misappropriation of public funds and conspiracy.




RI COEIENTS PAGE 3 Sept 15,1993

Ylst

Public Iput contjinued:
If real public input is desired, than a thorough review of Nevada
Farm bureau 1993 Policies Handbook and National Farm Bureu Policies
Handbook is absolutely essential. The consensus on every conceivable
issue presented in the Tonopah RMP is addressed. These policies
represent the desires of all of rural Nevada and all of rural
America respectively. Without rural America; the entire nation

will go hungry, all industry will come to a screeching halt for

lack of oil and minerals. Wood for paper and homes will continue
triple in price every year. 1f che attitude of the policy makers
Dept of Interior, U.S. Forest Service, B.1.M, do not change, ‘we
each and everyone of us will become environmentalists, those of us
that survive. We who are left after the great famine and abandoned
cities, after the great chaos has subsided, can look with glee at
at our world wide "pristine” wilderness and murmur to ourselves,
"Isn't 1ife grand?" Be ware the ides of March, Solyent Green cays

are no-upon us, In this story the author depicted future food
shortages became so severe that the American Government processed
our dead folks into little green waffers for food without telling
us. Never fear Charleston Heston uncovered the plot. But what could
he do about it? Our people needed to be fed.

Does all this sound far fetched? Enclosed are the Farm Bureau
Policy Handbooks. The reccomendations and policiegﬁg;t within are my
additional objections to the Tonopah RMP. Please study them carefully
and fully consider the total import they carry if not followed to

the letter. They contain many reasonable compromises.

) Since BLM policy is mandated by non-local influence and BLM

has flagrantly ignored local input and continues to do so in

violation of our civil rights as Nye county residents. I
Since BLM actions violate federal laws and Nevada laws

the method of writingi the biased wording,the falsified documentation,

the faultiy reasoning, the lack of scientific objectivity, the

painting of a false picture, the scope of the publication to man.

date an unworkable and financily ruinous trend for Nye County .-

for the next twenty years

e e oo —————

—MP

Since BLM has actually f{iled over existing water rights and
intends to fence without consent the lawful users from their own
water without consultation but by unlawful regulation edict
through extortion (existing implied threat of reduced A.U.M.s

CMPEnTrs

PAGE 4

Sept 15,1994

under"voluntary"” reduction in numbers or artifact witchhunting,

Since BLM does not document its employee timelproject specific
and thereby misleads congress in its funding requirements

Since BLM has declared large tracts of Nye County land as defacto

wilderness under the guise of "Wilderness study areas" and these

areas are indeed not roadless pieces of 5,000 (five thousand) acres

or more as mandated b
th&

the same for Humboldt

1

Since BLM is mem®@ fragrantly creating little miniture wilderness
areas (Locks, Warm Springs, hbel)

or prolonged EIS studies to miners or etc.)

congress. (U.S. Forest Service purpotrated
Illegal as hell)

under the guise of"ripiran,
wildlife refuge" or other catch phrase that's convienient

Since the entire phraseology, trend and BLM actions are baseJon

bias, faulty measurements,”reduction of jobs foutside of BLM faulty

reasonind tunfail® and that the entire Tonopah RMP is the culmination

Then I regard the Tonopah RhP as criminalig;illegal, un-American,
a nation starver, a civil rights violator, in-acurate, wrong,
vile and evil because it goes against man in his environment, ded
it is anti-productive in its basic intent and it denies ué the

Finally I think a Nye County Grand Jury lInvestigation is in order
reguarding BLM activities in Nye County pursuant to NRS violations.
A Public Lands Commission appionted by Nye County Comissioners is
long over due. You are part of the problem, or you are part of the
solution. Commisioners your duty is clear. The RMP itself ic a

facia case.

of these trends

£ob.

CRINIVA

citizens of Nye County to determine our own future.

B Tpe™t




COMMENTS RMP PAGE 5 Sept 15,1993 Ylst

The fish at Abel were planted by Fish and Game back in the early
1970's. Witness Bill Casey.

The fish at Warm Springs were planted recently

These fish are not natural to Railroad Valley. The fish are not
native to those waters. They were put their artificially,

The water at Abel would not be there if the ranchers had not
developed it and maintained it over the years. It is dully filed
on at Nevada State Engineers Office and BLM has absulutely no
claim to alter its use , point of deversion in any way shape'ér
form. BLM will be remanded into custody of the Tonopah Pistrict
Court for criminal prosecution if it thinks other wise.
flaicgeten .
Knapp Weed and #legeten were introduced to Railroad valley
Dept of INterior personell. Nye County is empowered to spﬁi

for obnoxious weeds and bill
by a neighbor and citizen of

the offender under NRS after a- bbmpla' "
the area, 1 hereby complain.

Uy
from a plane by Predator Contr$§ and

el Blop T-15-93

070‘(“"’% ,XQ/MGM Co'*n—vv-ruwv?o [= o S
j § PR, Y | g).,..,fo.( }' .

IoTlamrn b4, M /(a__"'_’!:(a_.\ —
(Lcr~*~n;ﬁAar Cornrrnran sl

Cayotes can no longer be shet W |
they are killing one calf per night. Where are the mountain lions o (;LCVVvojlﬁo
Tagged out by Fish and Ga@ no doubt. /LJQﬁ.W4/

1 want Nye County to manage the land and collect the fees At least
they will be objective and listen to what the people that depend
on the land for their livelihood. waeT

I have the right to life liberty and the persuit of happiness both
under the constitution and NRS. The Tonopah RMP 1993 makes that
impossible. The RMP must go into the trash can and needs to be
re-written from scratch with inputs during the planning from the
Nye County Commissioners,Farm Buruea Policy as Guide and with a

thorourh input from all the citizens of Nye County.
s . /./
7 .

[ ¢ .7“’/' g
Ed Ylst Citizen of Ny%wﬁsﬁaﬁy
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Wwolff Management Group
P.O. Box 93274
Las Vegas, Nevada 89123

September 29, 1993

Bureau of Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
P.O. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

lyzed
Because of the complexities and amount of data to be ana

we request an extension to continue our review of the Tonopah
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement Issued

June 1993.

"reviewed that
1t has been our conclusion from the data we have revieve
Agriculture has not been addressed in detail for the Gold Point

Area.

i j hich we
Our interests are to start an Agriculture project, in wl

have a solid water supply and the business backbone to incorporate
a Farming Community with the Mining Community in our area.

We believe that the project will increase employment and taxes
for Esmeralda County and Federal Government.

We strongly recommend additional time be gfanted so that the
above items and other comments can be forth coming.

We are sure that the BLM could not have forecast the demise of
the Soviet Union and the impact it had on the U.S. defense
spending. The decrease in Military spending will have a dristxc
effect in central Nevada, therefore any additional Business
activity should be considered.

Respectfully,

Xatina W. Cook, CEO
cc: Senator Richard Bryan

Senator Harry Reid .
Congresswoman Barbara F. Vucanovich

AROUND MOUNTAIN COLD CORPORATION
SMOKY VALLEY COMMON OPERATION
P. O BOX 480
AOUND MOUNTAIN, NEVADA 89045
(702) 377.2368

October 1, 1993

Mr. Ted Angle, Area Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, NV £9049

Subject:

Tonopah RMP Comments

Dear Mr. Angle:

Round Mountain Gold Corporation (RMGC) presents the following
comments for your review and consideration concerning the Tonopah
Resource Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated
June 1993.

It appears that considerable more work is necessary to reach
a compromise that will be acceptable to the mining industry. The
following statements emphasize our concerns and we offer our
assistance in developing a reasonable document that will govern
activities on federal lands for the next 20 years.

RMGC believes that Alternative §1, (BLM Tables A and B),
should be the preferred alternative for Mineral Exploration and
Development and Locatable Minerals.

RMGC believes that Wildlife Resources are currently and will
continue to be protected under Alternative #1 in the RMP. The
NEFA process coupled with current State and Federal regulations
governing existing mining clearly demonstrates adequate control
concerning wildlife management.

RMGC believes that Wilderness Study Area (WSA) management
should follow the Alternative #1 option. RMGC contends that the
present regulatory restrictions applied to mining are sufficient to
balance the BIM's stewardship doctrine. It appears that
Alternatives #3 and #4 are applying pseudo-Areas of Critical
Environmental Concerns (ACEC) characteristics to presently
unclassified areas which do not follow Federal Land Policy
Management Act (FLPMA) policy.




Mr. Ted Angle, Area Director
October 1, 1993

Page Two

One of the intents of Congress In passing the enabling
legislation to evaluate Federal lands for wilderness
characteristics under FLPMA was to end the divisiveness over the
issue of lands not suitable for development. The Nevada BLIM
Wilderness review is now in front of Congress waiting for a

7 7=11 decision. Oonce Congress determines the fate of the WSA
recommendations, which considers the Governor's desires as well,
the released WSA's need to be managed as multiple use areas as
allowed for under the FLPMA policy.

The objective stated on page 2-33 for Wilderness Study Areas
7 7=—2§ do not agree with the summary statement listed for WSA's on page
SUMMARY - 2.

In several places throughout the RMP document, the phrase
"uyndue or unnecessary" is used, (i.e., page 2-12 and on SUMMARY -~
3). In other areas of the plan, the phrase "undue and unnecessary"
77- is used, (i.e., SUMMARY - 3). Since the BLM 3809 regulations, as
quoted on page 2-60, use the coordinating conjunction of "or", the
language in the RMP document should remain consistent and reflect

the intent of the language found in the BLM 3809 regulations,

Appendix 4 on page Appendices - 9 is arbitrary and capricious.
The apparent motive behind this part of the document is not
scientific and, therefore, not defensible. When considering this
statement, the following needs explanation:

1. Page 2-14, paragraph #8. Does this mean that the BLM
will use Appendix 4 as the primary means of wildlife
mitigation and only resort to the SOP when the measures
in Appendix 4 fail? How will success or failure of
mitigation be determined?

77-4

2. Page 2-35, paragraph £4 and Page 2-49, paragraph §5. How
will appropriate mitigation be determined? Arbitrarily
setting action numbers in the RMP will lead to inadequate

land use decisions.

Will existing operations be "grandfathered" if Appendix
4 is instituted in the final document? .

4. In several places throughout the document the phrase
"good or better condition” is used to describe objectives
for wildlife habitat. How will the "good or better
condition" be quantified? How will the "good or better
condition" be factored into the release of mine

reclamation bonds in 10 to 15 years?

77-5

{2z

77-6

Mr. Ted Angle, Area Director
October 1, 1993

Page Three

Throughout the document, the term HMP's are mentioned.
Please explain what these are and relate them to Appendix
4 if possible. Is there a connection here, or is this
use strictly coincidental?

6. On page 4-37 under Impacts to Locatable Minerals it is
stated that "Off site mitigation would be a cost incurred
by larger mining companies if a prescribed acreage of
wildlife habitat is disturbed (see Appendix 4)." This
statement implies that the limit of mitigation is based
solely on the company's ability to pay, rather than for
a technical basis or need.

7. Page 4-71 discusses impacts to wildlife habitat from
mineral exploration and development. In the last
paragraph of this section the implication is made that
mining activities should be ready to replace habitats

destroyed by mining through appropriate off site
mitigation.

RMGC presently has approximately 2500 acres of public
land in a disturbed condition. Under this consideration
and the proposed Appendix 4, RMGC would automatically be
required to do off-site mitigation. However, off-site
vegetation transects and vegetation transects on the mine
property demonstrate that reclaimed sites are better than
the native existing conditions.

FORM OFF-SITE (% COVER) ON-SITE (% COVER)

SHRUBS 14.7 - 3.1

FORBES 0.5

8.1

GRASS 1.0 3.9

TOTALS 16.6

15.2

1f the mine's reclamation is better than the surrounding
vegetation, does the U.S. Government owe the mining
company some sort of mitigation? An interesting but
improbable thought.

The BLM and the State NDEP presently have a Memorandum of
Understanding that acknowledges the validity of a
reclamation bond. With the acceptance of this bond, all
necessary mitigation by a mining company has been
admitted and no further off-site mitigation is required.

s e arrd




Mr. Ted Angle, Area Director
October 1, 1993 Page Four

On pages 4-2, 4-19, 4-41, and 4-67 of the document under the
section ] ed, the statement is made "Long-term
impacts would occur on 3900 acres of open pit mining which would
not be reclaimed.® Please explain what is meant here. Please
quantify this number by individual mine. Are Round Mountain Gold
Corporation's Manhattan or Smoky Valley pits contributing to this
number? What data prior to mining activity is being used to arrive
at this conclusion? How will this condition be reconciled at the
time of reclamation bond release? Has the concern of patented
verses non-patented acreage been factored into this 3900 acre
number? This statement automatically placess the mining industry
in a position for Appendix #4 type mitigation, which is not
defensable.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment-on this
document.

Please call one of us at 377-2366 if you wish to discuss these
comments.

Sincerely,

\;EZZl .¥;£2t ng M{i

Environmental Managkr Sr. Environmenta) Engineer

DLW/PD:vt

(w/Tables A & B)

Chet Diercks (Mgr., Round Mountain Gold Corp.)
Meade Stirland (Env. Dir., Echo Bay Mines)

pDavid Naccarati (V.P., Tech. Serv., Echo Bay Mines)
Chris Hayes (Staff Council, Echo Bay Mines)

Billy Templeton (State Dir., BLM)

paul Scheidig (Admin., NMA)

BLUE EAGLE RANCH

HC 76 Box 100
Tonopah, Nevada 89049
September 28, 1993

Bureau Land Management
Tonopah Resource Area Manager
Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Dear Sirs;

Due to conflict and short notlice, we were unable to attend your
hearings there in Tonopah on August 26, 1993.

We have reviewed the draft and feel great concern about the
impact any of your alternatives will have on the local economies
and residents of Nye County.

Even the best alternative fails to define ultimate goals. We
feel all actions named would be detrimental to free enterprise
in Nye County. Due to the lack of any local involvement in the
planning and review, we would urge you to rewrite the document
and include some local, knowledgeable persons in the process.

The harvesting and production of our natural resources is the

only way to create wealth world-wide and especially in Nye County.
This wealth is essential for a sound economy and vital to.ensuring
our present quality of life.

This proposed management plan is in all cases, detrimental to the
efficient use of any natural resources in the County. We don't
believe we can afford the luxury of such crippling practices in
the name of environmental protection.

Sjncerely, !

ke . cy;L?;vZC‘A‘ ALAL)
Ca J. Hanks
Carole K. Hanks
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September 29, 1993

peborah Vermillion \E BULLFROG MINE
701 Thornmbird Dr. «C MINERALS LTD
Fallon, NV 89406 '

pear Sir:

September 28, 1993

This letter concerns the study and proposal that the book
Mr. Ted Angle

Tonopah Resource Area Manager
pureau of Land Management

‘ay 274 West P.O. Box 911

0 Bor 319 Tonopah, Nevada 89049

catty, Nevads 09003

2 1532900 re: RMP Comments

3 $21.2962 Fscrlmile

s»ronopah Resource Management Planning and ;nvironment Impact

Statement” has brought to my attention.

My family has owned property in Rallroad Valley for many

years. We still spend alot of our free time in Ratlroad Vvalley

Dear Mr. Angle,

and Morey area. We have alwvays been compatible with the wildlife

rLac Minerals is taking this opportunity to express its
concerns with thae Draft BLM Tonopah R arce Manag t Plan
and Environmental Impact statement, dated June 1993.

ppecific areas of concern includei

1. Impacts on locatable minerals from proposed ACEC’'S

and environment. People (Native Americans, early settlers and

todays ranchers) have 1ived in that area for hundreds of years

without having a great impact on witdlife and environment.

There is no reason why this cannot go on as it has been. Please
2.i Impacts on cultural resources from locatable
minerals

think of what the impact would be on the iands owvners and

pusinesses. My family has a family cemetery set- aside in that 3. Limitation of opportunities for the exploration and

development of locatable minerals

valley with several generations buried there, with many more «. Economic impacts

. h d be
vho want to be lald to rest there There can and shoul 5. Impacts on locatable minerals from special status

species management

more thought and study put into this.

The Lac Bullfrog Mine is a large operating mine located in the
Tonopah Resource Area. Therefore, the mine will be directly
affected with the proposed changes {n Alternatives No. 2-4 and is
concerned with the substance and direction chosen to formulate sach
Alternative. The document is critically flawed in its assessaent,
analysis, and alternatives to manage multiple-use resources. Lac
is concerned about the negative representation of the nineral
industry and the misrepresentation of the values, opportunities,
environmental effects, and the socio-economics of the mining
industry.

Already so much of our 1and has been unaccessable to us,

do not take any more away. The people should be kept {informed

of the studies and let us the people have a say {in this matter.

This office should take into consideration all of the letters

and .the meetings that were attended by the concerned citizens.

According to the BLM SUMMARY HAND OUT item No. 6, “Miring is_the
Therefore, the mining industry heeds to be addressed in more detail
with supportive data. We believe data exists to provide factual
representation of the mineral industry, which in turn, needs to be
used in formulating the range of management alternatives. The

Thank you tor your time. !/
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supportive data used to make management determinations for each
natural resource also needs to be summarized and included in the
document.

The following pages discuss in detail, specific issues and
statements which require further consideration and/or
clarification.

1. Impacts on locatadble minerals from proposed ACEC’s

Lac’s primary concern with the RMP is the direct effect that the
proposed ACEC’s and mineral withdrawal areas will have on future
mineral exploration and development in the resource area. Lac
believes those areas proposed for ACEC designation will not provide
additional preservation and enhancement of fragile and unique
resources, only because of reclassifying lands to be ACEC. The BLM
already has the authority, and is required to protect special
values and key resources while preventing undue and unnecessary
degradation of the environment on all public lands under existing
laws. All proposed disturbance activities must be in compliance
with existing laws, whether filed through a (NOI) Notice of Intent,
{(PoO) Plan of Operations and an (EA) Environmental Assessment or an
(EIS) Environmental Impact Statement. The laws include but are not
limited to; (CFR) 43 CFR 3802 or 43 CFR 3809, (NEPA) National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, (FLPMA) Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, (ESA) Endangered Species Act of 1973, U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Section 7 Consultation, and (ARPA) Archaeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979, In recent conversations with the
BLM, an area designated as an ACEC does not allow any more or less
latitude or trigger any different laws. The only difference is that
a Plan of Operations has to be submitted in compliance with 43 CFR
3809, on all proposed surface disturbance within an ACEC area,
regardless of the total disturbed area, where as, an NOI could be
filed if the disturbance is under 5 acres. Also, an ACEC will allow
the BLM to give those areas a higher priority. It is difficult to
believe an area of concern or in need of protection should become
an ACEC so that it can have a higher priority level. Both filing
processes still are required to be in compliance with the same
laws. Also, both an NOI and PoO require a security bond with an
amount that is approved by the BIM. If an area needs special
attention, anyone including the BLM, can file a PoO to identify and
protect the resources within the existing laws.

Several ACEC proposals call for land withdrawals from mineral entry
on ground currently staked by valid lode clainms. Such action would
be considered a "taking" by most claim owners and would likely be
followed by drawn out legal actions and fees. Should staked ground
become open through abandonment andfor filing or assessment lapses,
it 1is unclear as to whether a second party will have the
opportunity to re-stake and further explore the ground.

ACEC and withdrawal proposals specific to the Rhyolite area will
significantly impact the Bullfrog Mine in terms of adversely
affecting potential growth and economics. The area has a drilled

mineral resource with high potential for further exploration and
development. The mineral resource projects onto the proposed ACEC
of 61 acres and will be the focus of near future exploration
programs. A substantial investment has already been put forth
toward the Rhyolite property by Lac Minerals Bullfrog Mine, and any
associated proposals in Alternative’s 2-4 can only diminish this.

2. Impacts on Cultural Resources from Locatable Minerals

Portions of the RMP Draft regarding impacts on cultural resources
from locatable mineral exploration and development which state,
"partial or complete destruction of cultural properties,® and land
withdrawal proposals affording protection to 246 - 11,971 cultural
sites, is untrue and grossly misleading.

The RMP draft estimates development of 24,650 acres where 538
cultural sites would be adversely affected by locatable mineral
programs. The Draft also states that Alternative’s 2 - 4, "would©®
afford protection to 246, 11,971 and 874 sites respectively, while
Alt. 1 "might" afford protection to 499 sites. The basis for these
statements 1is unclear when taking into account the fact that
protection of the sites adversely affected by locatable minerals in
Alt’s. 2-4, will be administered under the identfcal laws and
regulations used for Alternative 1. Clarification is required as to
how the designation of an ACEC, “greatly enhances the management of
a cultural resource area,"

3. Limitation of Opportunities

Alternative’s 2-4 limit exploration and developnment opportunities
in areas known to have high potential for discovery of locatable
minerals.

The objective under Locatable Minerals of Alternative 2 states, "To
allow maximum opportunity for the exploration for and the location
of locatable minerals." If this is true, a major conflict exists
when closing 33,974 acres to mineral entry. Ground determined to
have low potential for discovery and/or sub-economic minerals by
one company or agency may prove to be the exact opposite to another
company due to new interpretations and further exploration. New
technologies and favorable locatable mineral prices would also
influence the determination. Similar verbiage is used in
Alternative’s 3 and 4.

4. Economic Impacts

In Alternatives 2-4, under Impacts to Economic Conditions, tha RMP
Draft states, "No significant economic impact, either beneficial or
adverse, to the minerals industry or to the local economy," and
"minerals development potential under each of the alternative’s
remains largely unfettered." This statement must be based on the
assumption that all acreage proposed for increased exploration and
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development limjitations and/or withdrawal from mineral entry, have
no potential for discovery of locatable minerals, determination of
which is largely unknown and untested. Economic impacts have the
potential to be very significant in terms of adversely affecting
both local communities and mineral industry.

Becauss of the proposed land withdrawals and exploration and
development limitations, economic impacts of the RPM Draftt have the
potential to be significant. The Draft severely underestimates it’s
potential econoric impacts especially when they will be coupled
with the current increase in Federal regulations and fees.
Alternative’s 2-4 will initiate reduced exploration funding in the
resource area, which in turn lowers the potential for discovery of
locatable minerals. This will only add to the tremendous shift of
mineral industry programs to Mexico and South America.

$. Impacts on Locatable Minerals from gspecial Btatus Species

All Draft proposals regarding the desert tortoise and desert
tortoise habitat should be shelved until an accurate survey can
determine it’s actual distribution and condition.

Please accept these comments and concerns and incorporate them in
your review and consideration. If additional or specific
information is needed please contact us. Lac would also request
participation in the final planning process.

Sincerely,

T
. p
A%éZ,Z;;ﬂﬁz—-

Todd Osmundson

sr. Exploration Geologist

sinchgI
L_Z;zfiggigéiiiér/’
. Lennle Boteilho

Environmental Coordinator
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
NEVADA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES STATE OFFICE

4600 Kietzke Lane, Building C-125
Reno, Nevada 89502-5093

October 1, 1993
File No. BLM S5-1

Memorandun

To: Resource Area Manager, Tonopah Resource Area, Battle
Mountain District, Bureau of Land Management, Tonopah,
Nevada

From: State Supervisor, Ecological services, Reno, Nevada

Subject: Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement

The Fish and wildlife service (Service) has reviewed the Draft
Tonopah Resource Management Plan (Plan) and Environmental Impact
statement dated June 4, 1993. our general and specific comments
are provided below.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Both Alternative 1, the no action alternative, and Altaernative 2
provide opportunities for private economic development and
diversity. As a result, they only provide minimal protection for
the ecosystems and biodiversity of the Tonopah Resource Area.

All of the alternatives concede off-highway vehicles would
negatively impact the threatened desert tortoise, oOur comments
concerning endangered and threatened species will ba addressed
during consultation pursuant to section 7 of Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act).

Although the cumulative impact analysis briefly discusses the
proposal by the Las Vegas Valley Water District to divert
groundwater from the area to the Las Vegas Valley, other vater
pumping scenarios may also be an issue. There are several active
operations and proposals to pump groundwater in the Beatty area.
These actions could conceivably impact the Amargosa toad and the
Oasis Valley spaeckled dace, both category 2 species for possible
1isting pursuant to the Act. Included in the Plan should be an
evaluation of the impacts of water removal or transfer on various
natural resources as well as 2 claritication of the Bureau of
Land Management policy on the issue.




- The paragraph states:
"If monitoring data show that wildlife are overusing the
vegetative resource the Nevada Department of Wildlife will be
requested to control the herd sizes at a threshold level which
avoids resource damage." We recommend the criteria used to
determine vegetation overuse by wildlife be specified.

" -
- The paragraphs state
that animal damage.control activities will be directed at
predator populations throughout the resource area. Although
alternative 2 provides opportunities for private economic
development and economic diversity, it also allows for the
protection of sensitive resource values. Predator populations
are an important part of any healthy community. We recommend
against any predator control programs that target populations and
not individuals.

Alternatives 1 and 2, Forestry and Vegetative Products. The
alternatives allow for the collection of common desert plants in
several areas, We recommend the document clearly define the term
“common". The environmental impacts of removing common plants
from the desert ecosystem should be discussed. We recommend the
collection of any plants which are classified as endangered,
threatened, proposed, or candidates for listing pursuant to the
Act be specifically prohibited.

v

d Alternative 1 will retain two existing
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, the Timber Mountain
Caldera National Natural Landmark and the Lunar Crater .National
Natural Landmark. We believe several other areas warrant
designation as Areas of cCritical Environmental Concern, including
areas near Beatty containing the Amargosa toad (Bufo nelsoni) and
the Oasis Vvalley speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus micrococcus),
the Lone Mountain area which is habjtat for rare plants, and
lands within Railroad valley, home to the endangered Railroad
Valley springfish (Crenichthys nevadae). We recommend these
areas be included in the selected alternative.

e 2-
number 1 and page 2-21, column 2, number 1. Both paragraphs
read: "All wildfires in intensity levels 1 through 6 will
receive aggressive initial attack to contain them within 100
acres 90 percent of the time.™ We recommend the selected
alternative allow for some natural fires and controlled burns in
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appropriate communities such as sagebrush/pifion pine-juniper
systems. As the Plan states on page 2-36 "Sagebrush/pifion pine-
Juniper is a fire dependent ecosystem and adverse ecological
changes usually result from total fire exclusion (e.q.
pifion/juniper encroachment of grassy areas or declining grassland
productivity because of increased sagebrush cover)."

\

- Alternative 2 will designate the Lunar
Crater National Natural Landmark and Lone Mountain as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern. As with Alternative 1, ve
believe several other areas warrant designation as Areas of
Critical Environmental concern, including areas near Beatty
containing the Amargosa toad and the Oasis Valley speck.'ed dace,
and lands within Railroad valley, home to the Railroad valley
springfish. We recommend these areas be included in the selaected
alternative.

v

The paragraph states: "Limit
authorizations to €00 trees per year until an inventory
determining the sustained yield is completed and a new level of
authorization is determined." Forested areas provide important
migratory bird habitat. We recommend the document address the
impacts of tree harvesting on migratory birds and provide the
rationale for permitting harvest prior to deternining the
sustained yield. It is our opinion that harvest of any treesg
should not be permitted until the sustained yield is determined.

v Vv -

The paragraph states: "Permit the harvest
of deadwood in all accessible woodland acreage.” Snags and other
deadwood provide important wildlife habitat and their
decomposition returns critical nutrients to the soil. we
recommend against the unrestricted removal of deadwood.

- v The objective reads: "To
implement the recommendations of the rangeland monitoring and
evaluation program to resolve identiffed resource conflicts
and/or concerns in a way which will achieve multiple-use
management." Some use may not be appropriate in every area.
Livestock may need to be permanently removed from particularly
sensitive areas such as some riparian or wetland comnunities.

- -W,i -

The paragraph states: "No right-of-way
exclusion areas will be established.” We recommend the plan
discuss the environmental consequences of this proposal.

Although parsgraph 5b addresses rights-of-way in some sensitive
areas such as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, we believe
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Tonopah Resource Area Manager
Attn: NMr. Ted Angle

Bureau Of Land Management
4763 Las Vegas Drive

P.0. Box 911

Tonopah, Nevada 89049

Ret RMP Comments
Dear Tonopah Resource Area Manager,

Attached are comments of the Nevada Mining Association {NMA)
on the DRAFT Tonopah . Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/DEIE).

The NMA represents over six hundred (600) member mining
companies, mining supplier businesses and individuals
involved and interested in the mining industry in Nevada.
The mining industry plays a very important role in the
economic and social well being of the state. Because a
large majority of Nevada’s land base in under Federal
management, the direction prescribed for those Federally
controlled lands is of keen importance to NMA’s members,
especially vhen the potential and known mineral resources
could be affected by such management direction. Moreover,
several of NMA‘s member mines operate within the Tonopah
Resource Area on BLM managed land.

Mineral resources are found only where they exist,
regardless of other values that may be present from and on
public lands. NMA’s position, in that regard, is to assist
those given the responsibility to allocate and make public
land use decisions to understand appropriately the potential
mineral resource and value trade-offs that cannot otherwise
be mitigated if there is a conflict in managing other
resources on the same piece of public ground. NMA,
therefore, is very pleased to have this opportunity to
express its concerns with the BLM’s DRMP/DEIS for the
Tonopah Resource Area.

NMA is concerned about the substance and direction of the
Tonopah DRMP/DEIS. NMA considers this document to be flawed
in its assessment, analysis and management prescription for
the potential and real multiple-uses and resources, both
consumptive and non-consumptive, on public lands within the
Tonopah Resource Area. Moreover, NMA believes the DRMP/DEIS

5250 SOUTH VINGINIA STAEET, SUITE220 » AENO, NEVADA 09502 » (702)829-2321 = FAX {T02)829-2140 ¢ LAS VEGAS PHONE (702) 597-0042

RMP Comments

Nevada Mining Association
Cctober 1, 1993

Page 2

is written, and the resource decisions and consequences
presented, in a manner that is Aifficult to follow and
understand the rationale for the preferred alternative. The
range of alternatives appear to reflect the extremes for
managing the area. Also, of particular concern are the
management constraints (especially for wildlife mitigation)
that could be imposed on the mineral industry. The
DRMP/DEIS also lacks a complete analysis of the values,
opportunities, environmental effects, and socio-ecoromics
associated with the management of mineral resources. In
addition, NMA believes that the DRMP/DEIS is flawed beacause
of the inappropriate management direction it provides in its
treatment of the wilderness issues; especially where
specific direction is given to withdrawal mineral entry or
apply a very constraining visual management objective on
areas designated as Wilderness Study Areas that are not
designated by Congress as wilderness.

Again, NMA appreciates this opportunity to comment on the
DRMP/DEIS for the Tonopah Resource Area. If you have any
questions regarding or require further clarification of the
attached comments, please do not hesitate to contact either
Paul Scheidig or me at NMA (702-829-2121).

Respectfully submitted,

NEVADA MINING ASSOCIATION

Michael J/ Doyl

Billy R. Templeton, State Director BLM, Nevada
Dan Rathbun, Deputy State Director, Resources
Tom Leshendok, Deputy State Director, Minerals




COMMENTS BY THE NEVADA MINING ASSOCIATION ON THE DRAFT TONOPAH
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
of the
Bureau of Land Management, Battle Mountain District

pctober 1, 1993

first, it should be more reasonable in providing descriptions
of the alternatives.

B. Resolut u

Several descriptions in this table are incorrect and do not
reflect information included under the more expanded
84-2

The Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
statement (DRMP/DEIS) prepared by the Battle Mountain District of
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), in general, is written and the
resource decisions and consegquences are presented in a manner that
afford the reader little opportunity to fully understand how the
BLM chose to develop the preferred alternative. The range of
alternatives presented appear to weak, especially where Alternative
4, the preferred alternative, appears to have few distinguishing
differences from Alternative 3 and, yet, great differences from
alternatives 1 and 2. of particular concern is the lack of
explanation and analysis that demonstrates a need to adopt an
alternative (Alt. 4) that appears to embrace non-commodity resource
values at the expense of commodity values, especially when
environmental needs are being met under the current management
progran (alternative 1). Moreover, the alternatives fail to
adequately analyze mineral resources and the industry in terms of
the positive resource opportunities, environmental effects, and
socio-economic contributions. The DRMP/DE1S, therefore, appears to
be flawed in its assessment, analysis and management prescription
of the potentjal and real multiple-uses and resources, both
consumptive and non-consumptive, on the Tonopah Resource Area in
Esmeralda and Nye Counties of Nevada.

explanations that follow. For example, Summary-2, Wilderness
Study Areas Returned to Multiple-Use, states under Alternative
4 that ". . .upon completion of development areas will be
reclaimed to resemble a natural state." This statement is
absent elsewhere in the DRMP/EIS and is absolutely
inappropriate. The Plan of Operation and Reclamation Plan
should be the documents that determine the post mining land
use and reclamation standard that is applicable to a site, not
some arbitrary and capricious statement in the summaty section
of this document. Moreover, if a WSA is released by Congress,
according to the constraints and management direction imposed
by this alternative, very few opportunities will be available
for mineral development. This statement should be deleted.

Under Mineral Exploration and Development, Alternatives 3 and
84"3 4 the terms ". . .preventing undue and unnecessary. "

should be changed to read "preventing undue or unnecessary" to
be consistent with current rule under 40 CFR 3809 language.

c. bd npa

This table is misleading and confusing and needs to be
84-4

The following are detailed analyses, comments and recommendations,
with special attention given to the mineral resource aspects, on
the Tonopah DRMP/DEIS.

completely redone. For example, under Locatable Minerals none
of the alternatives will provide for any ona of the
percentages of land area open for mineral entry. The VRM
Class II objectives alone will prevent at minimum 10 percent
of the Resource Area from mineral exploration and development
not to mention the withdrawals for wildlife, WSAs and ACEC;
and other special needs. Again, this Table is a poor
representation of the impacts and appears to make Altarnative
4 look like a reasonable choice.

I. A. SUMMARY
The descriptions of the alternatives appear to be somewhat
misleading and inaccurate. The analyses of alternatives in
this DRMP/DEIS is far from a wzero-based" approach, which is
the only way one can correctly establish a baseline for
comparison between alternatives. By using the No-Action
Alternative as the baseline, only means that the differences
between the No-Action and other alternatives is a reflection
of the differences between what Congress and the BLM believed
was the mandate for multiple-use under the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act (FLPMA) before and how that mandate may be
interpreted differently in the future. In fact, Alternative

84_1 1 is very similar to Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 is
similar to Alternative 3. Moreover, the DRMP/DEIS falls to
describe in this section and in other sections, the necessity
to change management requirements from what is reflected in
Alternative 1. A more apt and complete description is needed,

even though this is a Summary section. The problem is that
this is the first section to influence the reader. As the

CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES

1I.
The range of alternatives is of concern, as previously noted
84-5

in the beginning of these comments. With the exception of the
description of the scoping of issues in the development of
this DRMP/DEIS, there is no apparent logical rationale of why
the current managenent direction does not meet with the intent
and requirements under FLPMA and how the preferred alternative
will better meet those requirements and needs. The preferred
alternative is a vast departure from the current direction.
A more complete explanation of this departure is needed,
especially since the preferred alternative is characterized as
the best mix of the three alternatives originally developed to

2
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address concerns and issues. However, if alternative 4 were
placed on a spectrum, where the extremes were represented by
commodity (Alt 2) and non-commodity (Alt 3) management uses,
it most certainly would be very near to Alternative 3, not
anywhere near the middle of these extremes. Therefore, the
range of alternatives examined appears to be at the extremes
of the possibilities of management and no alternative is
presented that would provide a picture of what the middle-of~
the-road management would afford. An additional preferred
alternative is needed and warranted, otherwise Alternative 1
should be the preferred alternative.

of additional concern is the treatment of wilderness under all
alternatives. All of the alternatives have as their objective
"To return all Wilderness Study Areas released by Congress to
multiple use." However, only alternative one affords this
objective to ever see the light of day. Alternatives 3 even
withdrawals 336,150 acres from mineral entry and severely
restricts motorized use, and Alternative 4 imposes a VRM Class
II objective on these same acres, which means you can not do
much more than look at these acres. Moreover, neither of
these two alternatives indicates just where these 336,150
acres are located. In addition, Maps 41 and 42 include
Antelope Range, Park Range and Riordans Well as WSAs. Yet the
BLM’s Final EIS and Record of Decision on WSAs in the State of
Nevada does not include either of the last two WSAs and lists
the Antelope Range WSA as being in the Shoshone-Eureka
Resource Area. Is this DRMP/DEIS intending to manage WSAs
that do not exist and exist outside its resource area? Also,
management constraints are applied to about 604,000 acres of
a total nearly 669,000 acres under WSA status. What
management if any is being applied to the 65,000 acres not
accounted for in the DRMP/DEIS (of course the 669,000 acres do
not include the acres from the three WSAs noted above). NMA
must assume that at least 10 percent of the WSA acres will
achieve the stated objective and 90 percent of the WSA acres
in Alternatives 3 and 4 will not meet its objective. This
management direction is not only a violation of the BLM’s own
WSA management policy but also bad public policy by preempting
the actions of Congress. It clearly establishes de facto
wilderness for mineral development. Therefore, except for
Alternative 1, there appears to be no alternative in the
Tonopah DRMP/DEIS that analyzes the impacts of managing these
WSA acres for full unrestricted multiple-use, which is the
stated management objective. only Alternative 1 |is
acceptable.

NMA also is concerned that Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 impose a
wildlife off-site mitigation standard for disturbance by
locatable mineral development activities when habitat of a
size as prescribed in Appendix 4 is affected. Off-site
mitigation requirements should be based on a site specific

3

need, not some arbitrary habitat area of disturbance. Habitat
for a species can exist almost anywhere, and yet the species
may not even occupy or use that location. So if a particular
population is directly or indirectly affected by a mineral
operation then a determination should be made if such impacts
can be mitigated on- or off-site, not because some Appendix
exists in a RMP that requires off-site mitigation. Moreover,
Appendix 4 is contrary to the Standard Operating Procedures
stated on page 2-53 for Fish and Wildlife. Appendix 4 should
be deleted from the DRMP/DEIS.

Alternatives 3 and 4 propose ACEC designations that will
withdrawal mineral entry. Many of these areas have existing
and valid lode claims. Such withdrawals would constitute a
"taking." The DRMP/DEIS is silent on this issue and should
consider the consequences of the proposed withdrawals.
Moreover, the ACEC and withdrawal proposals specific to the
Rhyolite area will adversely impact the potential growth and
economics of the LAC Mineral Bullfrog Mine, a member of NMA.
LAC has a drilled mineral resource in that area with high
potential for further exploration and development. This
mineral resource extends into the acres proposed for
withdrawal under Alternatives 3 and 4 and could severely
affect planned future exploration programs by LAC. In
addition, LAC has already made substantial investments in the
Rhyolite area property. Implementation of any of the
alternatives that would designate Rhyolite as an ACEC would be
devastating to LAC’s investments and future development plans.
NMA suggests that the Rhyolite ACEC proposals be deleted from
consideration.

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
In general, the descriptions of the affected environment are,
for the most part, sufficient but not necessarily full and

conplete. .

Under Air Resources, even though the DRMP/DEIS is correct in

- what it states, it lacks a proper explanation. When one turns

to the Consequences section and reads that there are air
impacts that "for short periods" violate State air quality
standards because of mining, one would believe that the
affected environment erred. This section should explain that
the mines all have air quality permits from the State of
Nevada, Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air
Quality and are not permitted to violate ambient air quality
standards, even for short periods. Particulates (10 microns
in size or less) are the largest air quality issue in the
Resource Area, but mines control such to a high degree, and
that Mother Nature (wind blown dust/haze) presents the
greatest problems.




Under Wilderness, page 3-20 and 21, how does the BLM believe
it can wreintroduce WSA jands to multiple-use management" by
retaining wilderness {single/restrictive use) qualities. The
Environmental Consequences of Congress not accepting and
designating an area as wilderness should mean to the BLM that
84..9 it does not need to and should no longer preserve the area for
primitive or semi-primitive management. Moreover, such
management is not multiple-use as prescribed by FLPMA. Thus,
Table 3 G {s not applicable nor necessary and should be

deleted.

for short periods. This is incorrect since every major mine
has air quality permits from the state that require strict
adherence to ambient air quality standards for particulates.
This section should be corrected for every alternative.

Istate standards for particulates will be violated by mining

pe reclaimed. Where are these 3,900 acres and are they fronm
o0ld abandoned mining operations, which are decades old, or are
they under current operation? If the later, the DRMP/DEIS
should correct the statement by referencing the State (NRS 519
A) and Federal (40 CFR 3809) requirements that all existing
operations have a reclamation plan in place and have their
properties bonded for reclamation purposes.

Under the Social and Economic Conditions, the DRMP/DEIS does
a poor Jjob of properly representing the mineral industry’s
economic contributions. The employment and dollar figures
represented for Mining appear to only reflect the direct
employment and not the indirect employment. There are nearly

84_10 3 jobs created in the marketplace for every direct mining job.
Thus, if there are 1,909 jobs in mining, then that generated
almost 6,000 Jobs in the communities, which the DRMP/DEIS
failed to credit to the really positive socio-economic impact
mining created. In addition the DRMP/DEIS is a little too
generous in giving credit to the Federal Government for the
socio-economic benefits just because over 74 percent of Nye
County and 99 percent of Esmeralda county is under Federal
1and management control. The true economic benefit lies in
how the private enterprises in the area have been able to
develop and use the natural resources of the area under
Federal management.

Under Alterative 1, Impacts to Watershed, page 4-2, the
DRMP/DEIS states that 3,900 acres of open pit mining would not
84-12

assessment that "there is the potential for a small humber of
tortoises to be killed by mining activity." There is no
justification nor proper evidence for this statement. Current
mining operations in tortoise habitat areas are carefully
planned to protect and manage desert tortoise. Even the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service’s recent Tortoise Habitat Recovery
plan states mining as an activity that presents little risk
and is compatible with the habitat objectives outlined in that
docunent. The DRMP/DEIS should remove this statement and
replace it with a positive statement about the potential for
mining to co-exist with the desert tortoise in its habitat
area.

Under Impacts to special Status species, Fronm Mineral
Exploration and Development, every alterative includes the
84-13

IV, CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Under Impacts to Cultural Resources/Paleontological Resources,
From Mineral Exploration and Development, every alternative
includes the statement that "impacts from locatable mineral
development include partial or complete destruction. . .
Ccultural properties might also be buried under mountains of
waste rock while visible features are more 1likely to bs
illegally collected and excavated.® This is such an arbitrary
84 14 and capricious statement and should be deleted from the text
- unless the BLM has hard evidence to the contrary. Current
operations must conduct archeological surveys and mitigation
practices, under proper supervision, before an operation can
proceed. Miners are not and should not be characterized as
illegal parties in such a generalized fashion. Again these
statements should be deleted.

in general, many of the environmental conseguences are stated
in 'a subjective and unqualifiable manner. Most non-
consumptive resource uses (recreation, wildlife, cultural
resources) are characterized as management improvements or
enhancements to the environment and use of the area. on the
other hand consumptive resource uses (mining, cattle grazing,
off-road vehicle recreation use) are characterized as negative
impacts on the environment with no potential for beneficial
use. where these subjective statements are made there is
1ittle, if any, solid data or quantification or qualification
as to what really is the benefit or effect. such conclusions
are not only inappropriate but also inaccurate in attempting
to document the environmental corsequences of a particular
action. If there is no data to quantify or qualify the
"significance“ of a benefit or impact, then the statement
should either be deleted or gqualified by some hard fact or
data. Thus, this chapter is inadequate in presenting an
objective representation of the environmental conseguences of
the alternatives and needs to be rewritten.

4 does not even address the very real negative impact the
designation and mineral withdrawal of the Rhyolite ACEC would
have on LAC Mineral’s operation. Moreover, Alternative 3
states that four notices would be converted to Plans of
operation yearly in the Rhyolite ACEC. Yet, under this

l Under Impacts to Locatable Minerals, From ACECs, Alternative

84-1 18 under Impacts to Air Resources, every alternative states that

5 6
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alternative 460 aces would be withdrawn from mineral entry.
So how does neo get an approved Plan of Operation in an ACEC
that has been withdrawn from mineral entry? These impacts
should be fully explained.

Identification of Resources 1Impacted Cumulatively,
g:gf:l and Economic Component, the statement is made that
"None of the alternatives provide sufficient inducement or
discouragement to effect a significant change in the plans or
perceptions of that industry {mineral}." Depending on how one
defines "significant" this statement seems to be a very casual
and incorrect. There are several aspects of this DRMP/DEIS
that would discourage many mineral interests from expanding or
exploring for new opportunities. The Rhyolite ACEC is a prime
example, as are the management objectives for nonwilderness
designated WSAs. This very arbitrary statement should be

deleted.

85

SIERRA CLUB, TOIYABE CHAPTER (excerpts from original letter)

1.

Watershed

The determinations appear to depend on costly,
structural "improvements" designed to control the
symptoms of watershed damage, not the causes. We
strongly suggest a determination be added requiring
the development of watershed recovery plans. These
should consider more cost-effective non-gstructural
solutions, including improved livestock management
or exclusion of 1livestock from areas which are
actively eroding or desertifying, road closures or
relocations out of riparian areas, etc. In any
event, facilities should be a last resort, not the
first choice. Otherwise, public funds will be
endlessly spent on bandaide solutions, avoiding the
necessity for BLM managers to control the causes of
watershed damage.

Add "implementation® and a schedule to the
preparation of activity plans. bDisclose who many
activity plans have been prepared and implemented
in the RA over what time frame in the chapter on
the affected environment.

Add a determination authorizing the closure of
existing or vacant 1ivestock allotments where
livestock have substantially damaged watersheds
until watershed recovery objectives have been met.
The RMP proposed closing hundreds of thousands of
acres of public lands to mineral activities and ORV
activities to protect sensitive resources, but not
one acre to livestock use, even though livestock
use is actively, chronically, and substantially
damaging public lands and resources, especially
riparian areas.

Why don‘t desired plant communities include wild
flower (forb) species? Wildlife, including
insects, use wild flowers. Occasional spectacular
wild flower displays on public lands are one of the
RA’s greatest attractions and values. Add wild
flower species to the desired plant communities.
Likewise, why no tree species in the DPC list?
Please add.

Add a determination authorizing the closure of
existing or vacant 1ivestock allotments vhere
livestock have substantially damaged vegetation
until objectives for restoration and/or
rehabilitation of vegetation damaged by livestock
grazing have been met. Sea discussion under




Wwatershed /2 above. grazing.
ab 3. Add a determination that any funds for range
1. Add a requirement for and schedule of improveyents should be spent to restore and
85-6 vimplementation" of MMPs. Disclose how many HMPs 8 ;Z:‘:;ié“:"‘e lri‘vpeasféo'::":‘ ’;f: :‘“d "’11:11‘:3 habjtat
= have been prepared and implemented in the RA over 5-14 > Y, managemen efore the
what time frame in the chapter on the affected ‘;;2,’,3}:: i}\;te:ubilr;chl;%i%ds‘xtos.benetwiet Ohjle:tt §°
rivate
environment. owned livestock. P y
2. Add a determination to support reintroductions and 4
R . Add a determination to terminate environmentall
85 7‘ augmentations of native wildlife species in the RA. 85-15 damaging season-long livestock grazing on ever¥
3. Add a determination authorizing the closure of allotment.
existing or vacant livestock allotments for the ses and °
purpose of preventing wildlife habitat Wild Horses and purros
85-8 deterioration caused by livestock or for enhancing 1. Add a determination to manage wild horses and

burros in compliance with current BLM national
policy, including releasing older unadoptable

85_16 animals.

2. Add a determination that wild horses and burros
removed because of resource damage will not be
replaced by livestock.

wildlife habitat conditions. See discussion under
watershed #2 above.

1. We strongly object to disposal of riparian areas,
for any purpose. Such biologically important areas
85_9 are very rare in this entire RA. Add a
determination that no riparian areas will be

subject to disposal.

Lands _apd Rights-of-Way
85-17| 1. rprovide a determination to terminate the extensive
trespass on public lands as disclosed on p. 3-15.

2. Add a determination that mitigation will be
85'10 required for any damage to riparian areas or
resources by mineral or recreational activities.

2, Provide a determination that all NORAs will be by
sale or exchange.
85‘18 3.

3. Does the proposed requirement for managing for 70
percent streambank stability ratings and 70 percent
cover ratings equate to the BLM national riparian

85-11 objective of managing 75% of riparian areas on

- public lands in proper functioning condition by

19972 1If not, the proposed deterninations should

be strengthened to neet national policy

requirement.s

Provide a determination that no public lands will
be disposed unless comparable private lands are
acquired.

85.19 1. Add a determination that management plans will be
developed for all designated ACECS.

' Add a determination that existing spring
developments be fenced to protect from adverse
85'12 livestock and wild horse and burro impacts before
any of the 23 proposed spring developments would be

initiated.

2. Add the following area to those designated as
ACECs:

The Bump: about 1960 acres, located at the north end of
Fish Lake Valley. in Esmeralda County at TIN,RISE,
including the following sections: SW corner of Sec. 15,
East half of SE quarter of Sec. 16, All of Section 21
except for the NW quarter of the NW quarter, West half of
85-20 Section 22, All of Section 28 except for the SE quarter,

;zd the East half of Sec. 29, elevation: 5100 ft to €000

vesto nageme

1. Add a determination that livestock be excluded from
all lands in unsatisfactory condjition unless a
rehabilitation plan to restor public lands to
satisfactory condition approved by the BLM |is

85-13 implemented and rehabilitation objectives are being

met on an ahnual basis.

The Sump is a scenic badlands area, an elevated lake bed

2. Add a determination that livestock be excluded from of mid-tertiary time. The anclient Lake Esmeralda

all lands which are unsuitable for 1ivestock

hgee

|
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sediments are eroded into colorful spires and deep narrow
gorges. The towers are sometimes toped by mushroon
shaped rock caps, in pastel shades. The cliffs are also
colorful in shades of red, brown, and yellow. The area
contains a standing petrified forest, with petrified
trees on 3 to 5 foot pedestals of mud. Fossils of camel
and other large mammals are also found in the area.
Overall, the area resembles a huge roofless grotto or an
Egyptian temple in mud. Each rain can totally change the
fantastic mud landscape.

The area meets relevancy criteria as it is incredibly
scenic, it beautifully illustrates the natural process of
accelerated erosion, and it is a natural hazard. It also
meets importance criteria as it is an excellent late
Tertiary - 11,000,000 years old - paleontological site,
contains an extensive petrified wood, is fragile,
sensitive, rare, unique, and threatened by fossil
collectors.

Recreatjon:

Add a determination that the BLM will resolve public
access problems in the RA.

Wilderness:
Correct the misstatement on p. 2-47 that WSAs will be

returned to *"multiple use.*® Recreation, 1livestock
grazing, cultural resources, ACECs, wildlife, wild horses
and burros, riparian,and watershed uses and values occur
in wilderness and in WSAs. Are these not "multiple
uses?" Perhaps the dRMP meant "motorized uses!?

I. Chapter 1:

A. Ecosystem_management: We could find on reference
to BILM’s intent to manage the public lands in the
Tonopah RA through ecosystem management. Is this
omission intential? 1If not, please add clarifying
statements in Chapter 1 - relationship to BLM
policies, determinations in Chapter 2 in each
alternative providing Plan direction to change
current management to ecosystem management and an
analysis of the impacts of changing to ecostytem
management in Chapter 4. If not, why not?

Biodjversity: Likewise, we <could find few
references to managing for biodiversity on public
lands. Please clarify and add appropriate Plan
direction.

Previous Land Use Plans: Reference is made to two
previous land use plans and EISs for the Tonopah
RA, but few or no links are made between existing
plans and the proposed RMP, For instance, very
little information is provided on the 1livestock

management (forage allocation) program. We are
referred to the Tonopah MFP and Livestock Gazing
EIS and Esmeralda RMP for details., We are assured
(p. 1-1) that a rangeland monitoring plan has been
implemented and use adjustments have been proposed
based on monitoring data and guidance provided in
the MFP/RMP and that the on-going monitoring data
and guidance continues to provide adequate
managerjal guidance. In fact, the decision (p. 2-
51) to eliminate an alternative "dealing with the
allocation of forage and removing livestock from
allotments with less than satisfactory range
conditions" was based on this rationale. What is
the justification for this seemingly arbitrary
decision? How can the public know whether this
decision is sound without any supporting
information?

Why does the BLM consider that the prior MFP/RMP
"managerial" guidance is adequate? What wuse
adjustments have been ‘“proposed" based on
monitoring data and MFP/RMP guidance? What use
adjustments have actually been made on each
allotment? Were these adjustments in the number of
"paper cows" or did they result in actual
reductions of 1livestock use in each allotment?
Have livestock numbers been reduced to the carrying
capacity in each allotment? If not, when will
these important adjustments be made? How much
monitoring and evaluation has actually occurred in
each of the allotments? What are actual rangeland
conditions on each allotment? Have rangeland
conditions improved on each allotment? Have
improvements met the MFP/RMP requirementsa? 1t
MFP/RMP objectives have not been met by the
rangeland management program, how can BLM assert
that the previous plan direction is adequate?

In any event, we are extremely concerned that this
RMP omits critical discussions of the livestock
management programn. We are referred to previous
land use plans with absolutely no information on
whether the previous land use plans have been
implemented and where the grazing program is
meeting existing land use plan objectives. without
specific information, the public cannot hold the
BLM accountable for implementing the existing land
use plan requirements to improve rangeland
management. .

We strongly urge the BLM to fully disclose vital
information on the livestock grazing program, including
the following at a minimum:

- information on condition and trend of each
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85-29

allotment

- information on monitoring and evaluations for
each allotment
- information on actual adjustments in livestock

numbers seasons of use and other changes in
grazing practices based on monitoring and
evaluation .

- information on whether MFP/RMP requirements
and objectives for the rangeland management
program have been met

Much of this information can be included in tabular form

by expanding Appendix 6 and 7 currently limited to forage
allocations.

D. Plan Implemeptation:

Likewise, we would like this RMP to disclose
whether and how much implementation of the previous
MFP and RmP has been accomplished since 1981 and
1984, respectively. was a monitoring and
evaluation schedule and set of standards (p. 1-5)
established for elither the MFP or the RMP? Were
periodic reviews done every five years? Was
documentation of monitoring of each resource
category done annually and where is it filed?
Please disclose the results of the monitoring and
evaluations and the periodic reviews in this RMP.

Was the Implementation Schedule (p. 2-63)
established for either the MFP or the RMP? 1If so,
die it establish priorities? Was it the basis for
short-term and long-term budget requests? How was
it used in monitoring and evaluating the approved
plans? pPlease disclose the Implementation
Schedules, priorities, and budget requested and
actually received and spend for the MFP and the
RMP. 1f an Implementation Schedule was not
established for the existing land use plans, why
not? How were priorities set?

1Y. Chapter 3: Affected Environment
A. Soi]l Resources:

- What are the causes of the "accelerated erosion"
(p. 3-1) in portions of certain watershed? Where is this
problem located? 1Is it natural or caused by human uses
such as livestock grazing or roads or mining activities?
If natural, how does the extend of this erosion compare
to erosion caused by man’s activities? Can the
accelerated erosion be prevented by improved management
practices? This rather superficial discussion should be
expanded and deepened.

85-30

85-31

85-32

85-33

85-34

B. Water Resource:

- What water guality data ae available? Which EPA
drinking water standards are violated? 1In which water
source? What are the “principal non-point source"’
problems? Are they the same as the "constituents of
concerns/" Why does the BLM think that whatever these
problems are, they are “the result of streambank erosion
and sedimentation?"” What are the causes of the
referenced streambank erosion and sedimentation? Please
expand this discussion.

C. Vegetation:

- on pp. 3-2 to 3-3, references are made to the
conditions of the different vegetation communities -
ngenerally in early or mid seral stage," "late seral,"
etc. Please disclose the basis for these statements.
please disclose the condition of vegetation by community
type and by allotment in the RMP by table.

- on p. 3-3, riparian areas are describes as 1% of
the RA, along streams and springs. on p. 23-6, a
statement is made that "riparian areas around springs and
seeps have not been inventories for condition." Why
haven’t the conditions of these biologically important
areas been inventoried? How can the impacts of the
proposed alternatives be analyzed in Chapter 4 unless
current riparian conditions are known? Do the riparian
objectives in the four alternatives apply to just
streamside riparians? If so, objectives should be added
to each alternative to protect spring and seep riparians.
It not, then how will the BLM know if the spring and seep
riparians are in "proper tunctioning condition?® Will
BLM protect spring and seep riparian areas or are these
to continue to be "sacrifice areas" for livestock?

D. ives tid a ent:

1. Please see questions and discussion of the
rangeland management progran under 1.C. above.

2. What is the extent of the livestock
trespass in the RA? Please describe and disclose what
the BLM is doing to eliminate trespass.

3, Is ephemeral grazing permitted? If so, how
much?

4. Are temporary non-renewable grazing permits
allowed? 1If so, how much?

E. ACECs:

- What were the other 23 areas nominated
for ACEC designation? Why were each not
proposed for ACEC designatio?




I1I. Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences:

A. Assumptjons:

1. What is the rationale for the assumption
that "funding and personnel would be sufficient to
implement any alternative described in Chapter 2?" Wwas
funding and personnel sufficient to implement the
existing MFP and RMP? How much was spent since 1981 and
1985, respectively, to implement the MFP and the RMP?
How much of the existing land use plans was actually
implemented? (See discussion above in 1.D.) Mow much
funding and personnel will be needed to implement the
alternative selected in this RMP? 1If by change funding
and personnel are insufficient to implement the RMP, how
will priorities be set?

2. Likewise, has the BLM adhered to "“all
Bureauwide requirements and standard operating procedures
providing for protection of the environment?" If so, why
is overgrazing continuing? Why haven’t livestock numbers
been adjusted to the carrying capacity of each allotment?
Why 1is season-long grazing taking place in most
allotments in the RA? Why is some wildlife habitat in
poor condition? Why are riparian areas in less than
proper functioning condition? Why haven’t all land use
plan objectives for environmental protection already been
met? Please clarify this "assumption" or change it to
reflect the actual public land management realities.

IV. Appendix 2:

- Why aren’t percentages of plant species given in
the DPC? 1s one plant of each species sufficient to have
a cormunity judged to be at DPC? Please explain.

V. Appendix 4:

- We strongly object to the mitigation threshold for
"trout and riparian” areas as 2 acres. Many springs and
seeps are less than two acres but extremely important
biclogically. Even two acres of a stream riparian is
critical when less than 1% of the 6,000,000 acres of this
RA is riparian. We urge that this threshold be changed
to the loss of any amount of trout or riparian habitat.
We can’t afford to lose any riparian habitat.

VI. Appendix 9:

- We appreciated having the dRMP explain in detail
how 1livestock and wild horse and burro numbers are
adjusted based on monitoring. We suggest that you expand
this appendix to explain the allotment evaluation process
also. See also comments above in I.C.

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, DEPARTMENT OF MINERALS {excerpts from

original letter)

e d ev

Much of the data presented in this report is outdated
(1989 and 1990). Current data is available with respect
to mineral-related production, employment, leases and
claims held, and overall employment and salary
statistics.

Use of outdated information may result in flawed
scenarios for development of resources as projected in
Chapter 4 under Cumulative Impacts. (pp. 4-92-101) For
example, on page 4-93 under "Reasonable Foreseeable
Development Scenario for 0il and Gas," the following is
stated:

"It is anticipated that 30 wildcat wells would be
drilled in the next 15 years and these would lead
to the discovery of two additional oil fields."

Based on NDOM data on well permits, 17 wildcat wells
have been permitted in the past 20 months. At this rate,
over a 15 year time period as many as 145 wells could be
drilled. And using the same percentages for discovery of
new oil fields as is in the DRMP-EIS, as many as 10 new
fields could come into production (rather that the two
suggested).

Under the “Reasonable Foreseeable Development
Scenario for Locatable Minerals" heading on pages 4-9s
through 4-97 there is a gap between Scenario E ( on
operations with 15-40 employees) and Scenario F (on
operations with 300-600 employees). Based on current
mining activity in the Tonopah RMP area, the development
of several mines with 40 to 300 employees is likely with
the life of this plan.

Locatable Minerals

In Chapter 4 under "Impacts to Locatable Minerals" on
page 4-62 (Alternative 3) and page 4-88 (Alternative 4)
there is no impact category for "From Visual Resource
Management" and an accompanying assessment. VRM
designations will have a significant impact on whether or
not mineral development will be allowed and to what
extent and cost.

Cultural Resource Management

Under Alternatives 3 and 4 (Preferred) cultural
resource management is given a very high priority by
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management practices. For example under the proposed
Stormy-Able ACEC, vehicle use would be 1limited to
existing roads and trails; mineral leasing allowed only
with no surface occupancy, and "no land uses will be
authorized which are incompatible with the values being
protected.¥ (p. 2-27) -

W W crea

Apparently, much of the WSA acreage not designated
by Congress as wilderness will be managed as primitive
(90,370 acres) and semi-primitive non-motorized areas
(339,120 acres). vehicle use would be prohibited under
Alternative 4 (Preferred). Under Alternative 3 these
areas would be withdrawn from mineral entry and
"pDiscretionary actions not appropriate within
primitive/semi-primitive settings will not be
authorized." (p. 2-33)

The NDOM feels these designations are contrary to
Congressional intent to release unsuitable WSAs back to
multiple-use. Such designations to restrict access are
an attempt to create additional areas of de facto
wilderness and should not be allowed.

special Desjgnations

The NDOM agrees with the decision of the BLM to
revoke special designation of the Pinon Joshua Tree
Transition Research Natural Area (RNA) (p. 2~8) and open
it to mineral entry, as it has been determined that pinon
trees are not found there. This does bring up the
question as to how the special designation was determined
in the first place and should serve as a caution against
injudicious use of special area designations.

The designation of 15,470 acres of the Railroad
valley Wildlife ACEC as a SRMA would limit fluid mineral
leasing to no surface occupancy and restrict vehicle use
to existing roads and trails. This is too restrictive
for the amount of surface disturbance likely to occur in
this area.

Conclusions

Statistical data used in the Tonopah DRMP-EIS should
be updated to calendar year 1992. This should include
all information on mineral and oil production values,
employment, salaries. per capita income, number of leases
and claims held, tax, and land status data for the RMP
area.

charts showing the availability of lands for

locatable minerals (as well as non-energy leasable
minerals and salable materials) relative to resource
potential should be included as they are for fluid
mineral leading. (Table 4A-C) )

The Tonopah DRMP-EIS should list in chart form the
numbers and kinds of mineral operations which will be
impacted or denied due to the proposed alternatives, and
estimate economic impacts to the counties and state.

Maps showing all mineral withdrawals and restrictions
should be developed so that one can see the cumulative
impacts of the proposals presented in the various
alternatives.




80B MILLER

f?[?'!n.,._
STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE - SEP 221993
1100 Valley Road Db’d Y AU,
P.O. Box 10678 IRECTOR - 523 1 HATION
_Reno, Nevads 89520-0022 7S orfice
(702) 688.1500

September 20, 1993

Mr. Ron Sparks, Coordinator
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Department of Administration
Division of State Planning
Blasdel Building, Room 204
Carson City, NV 89710

RE: SAI NV#93300127

Dear Ron:

The Draft Tonopah Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
Environmental Impact Statement are cause for concern about the
wildlife resources of the area. Indications are that improved
livestock - management practices are in place; however, these

practices are not addressed in this plan.

This RMP does not address the needs of the Tonopah Resource
Area relative to the needs of the wildlife resources. Management
direction is changing and must continue to do so to meet the needs
of good land-use management. The preferred alternative, and other
alternatives, emphasize commodity uses of all resources, rather
than conservation or protection of resources. The actions
occurring at this time regarding the Department of Interior and its
new policies concerning grazing will modify this document.

organization. It would help the reader to become familiar
with the Affected Environment Section before the Alternative Plans
are discussed in detail. References made to the Appendices, where
important jinformation is located, should be shared in previous
sections of the Draft RMP. Greater attention to citing these
appendices or even including the information within the various
sections would be of value.

Quoting of requlation and manual protocol and procedure as a
majinstay for how the RMP will be implemented makes for difficult
reading. While the BLM may legally need to identify such
procedures, its repeated use here clouds the issues. More

WILLIAM A MOLINI
Governor Fax (702) 688-1595 Dwector

Mr. Ron Sparks, Coordinater
September 29, 1993
Page 2

Apfgo riate and specific information, such as standards and
guldelines for appropriste use cf vegetative resources, could be
used to provide more meaning to the public in determining BLM
management goals.

Use of Refererces. There are no Allotment Management Plana,
Hexd Management Arsa Plang, nor Habitat Management Plans listed in
the References section. How can the new, let alone the old, land-
uvee plan be properly implemented? The only Activity Plan
referenced was the Battle Mountain- District's Fire Management
Activity Plan. The activity plans that are currently in place
should be lieted with an implementaticn achedule.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Page 2-2, Management Determinations. The document fails
to list pronghorn antelope aiong with bighorn sheep and Rocky
Mountain elk. Also, under number 5, big game should only be
reduced if it is determined to be the offending grazing animal.

2. Ppage 2-3, Number 4, Paragraph 5. The document does not
state how utilization levels will be datermined. If not averaged
a8 in the past, how will uvtilization lavels be determined which
will trigger management actions to address the cffending animal{s)?

3. Ppage 2-8, Alternative 1, Wildlife Habitat. Authorized
bighorn sheep introductions and/or reintroduction/augmentations
shculd bs included.

4. Page 2-8, Alternative 1, Wildlife Habitat. No mention of
ferruginous bhawk (Category 2 Species) habitar or efforts to
maintain or improve it are wade. Upland game bird habitat should
be maintained in a gtate that can sustain long-term populations.
The augmentation or introduction of upland game bird species that
area suitable for a particular habitat should be addressed in tha
RMP.

s. page 2-9, Alternative 1. Deadwood Larvesting oan the
entire resource area has potential negative impacts to nongame
wildlife which use dead snags and deadfall habitats.

6. page 2-14, Alternative 2, Wildlife Habitat 2¢. What
factors were used to establish this priority listing of HMPs?

7. Page 2-18, Alternative 2, Number §. Why is there such a
drastic reduction in the Rsilroad Valley Wildlife Management Area
withdrawal? A review of pags 2-20 would suggest that this
reduction allow for tha development of locatable minerals. What is
the potential there?
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September 20, 1993
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8. Page 2-39, Alternative 4. Bighorn sheep releases should
be specifically mentioned. The augmentation or introduction of
chukar, sage grouse, mountain quail, Gambel’s quail and blue grouse
should be dealt with in the RMP.

9. Page 2-54, Standard Operating Procedures, First Paragraph.
The distances to domestic driveways and/or trucking requirements
according to recent BLM adopted guidelines should be included.

10. ?age 2-54, Standard Operating Procedures, Last Paragraph.
Does this include fencing of all developed springs, or those
previously developed, also any new ones?

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

1. Wildlife distribution maps are not current or accurate.
Biologists with the Nevada Department of Wildlife should be
contacted for comprehensive information about various species of
wildlife and their distribution.

87-12

2. Pages 3-1 to 3-3, Vegetation. The description of key or
representative species for the various vegetation communities is
ambiguous. There is an obvious bias to reference species important
to livestock and feral equids. What happened to species important
to wildlife? 1Is there competition among livestock, feral equids,
and wildlife for species such as winterfat and 4-wing saltbush?
Why are grasses such as ricegrass, galleta, needlegrass, bluegrass,
etc., not mentioned here? why were the Hot Desert, Black
Greasewood, and Playa types not described? It is appropriate to
consider much of the Tonopah Resource Area as vephemeral" in
classification. This would be consistent with a classification of
Mojave biome ranges in Stateline Resource Area and would make
management consistent throughout much of this habitat type.

87-13

3. Page 3-3, Wildlife Habitat, Mule deer. It is unlikely
that 69% of the deer habitat study sites show a condition of good
or better. Other data would suggest otherwise. Of 34 allotments
in the RMP, 22 (65%) are Category I with resource conflicts high on
23 of 34 allotments. No allotments are listed in Appendix 8 as
being in satisfactory condition, in fact, 12 are in unsatisfactory
condition with the remaining 22 undefined. Again, it is questioned
if the rating of good to excellent condition for deer winter ranges
is reflecting the true situation. Mention should be made that deer
winter range also exists on the west slopes of Timber Mountain and
Yucea Mountain within this Resource Area. Also, deer from Nevada
Test Site 1lands have been known to occur in the Bare
Mountains/Beatty Wash area primarily in the winter/spring period.
Low density deer populations exist along the Amargosa River and
near water sources in the Bullfrog and Bare mountains on a yearlong
basis.

87-15
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Mr. Ron Sparks, Coordinator
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The reporting of study site results is unsatisfactory in the

RMP. It is difficult to interpret the significance of the ratings
because distribution and locations of the study sites cannot bs
determined. Are they acceptable indicators of wildlife habitats,
particglarly in areas overlapped by livestock, feral eqguids, and
people

4. Page 3-4, Deer Winter Range. Are so few winter ranges
jdentified because they are ill-studied, ill-known, or because
human intrusion into the valleys may have atfected a decline in use
of historical winter ranges?

5. Page 3-4, Antelope. It appears that 67% of the range is
in less than good condition. 1In fact, 65% are listed as fair and
another 33% are 1listed in good condition. Recent information
provided by BLM personnel suggest errors in methodology wused to
establish these condition class ratings. Since antelope inhabit
most of the same areas as do domestic livestock and wild horses, it
is difficult to imagine how the condition of their habitat can be
better than that suggested for most of the allotments?

6. Page 3-4, Bighorn sheep, Last Paragraph.
conflicts can occur with bighorn sheep.
for forage as well as water.

Seasonally,
Cattle and horses compete

7. Page 3-4, Waterfowl. Waterfowl habitat also occurs in Big
Smoky Valley and Big Fish Lake Valley.

8. Page 3-4, Raptors. A species list of all raptor species
thatie{;her nest or seasonally use the Resource Area should be
provided.

9, Page 3-6. The omission of Category 2 species from this
document serves to dilute the importance of wildlife in the
planning efforts of the BLM. There is nothing about pygmy rabbits,
mountain quafl, ferruginous hawks, chuckwallas, spotted bats or
loggerhead shrikes; all of which can be found in this Resource
Area. This document must address a baseline approach to collecting
information and making users aware of the concerns regarding their
particular situation and to help prevent any further detrrncntal
impacts to their respective populations. This treatment would lead
one to understand that wildlife equates to only raptors and game
species. What of the effects of past and present management
practices on nongame species? A listing of nongame species,
furbearers, and neotropical birds should be included to make this
document as complete as possible. Please reference the Federal
Register, Vol. 56, No. 225, November 21, 1991, pp. 5t804-58815,
Additional information is available from the Fish and wWildlife
Service, Nevada Ecological Services, for 1lists of species
categorization by county, dated September 1992,
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10. Page 3-5, Animals. Distinguish the desert tortoise as
both a state and federally designated threatened species. High
speed (>25 mph) roads and highways are threats to wild desert
tortoises. Additionally, large portions of the Bonnie Claire
Valley are being considered as an experimental tortcise relocation
site. .

11. The following are fish species found within the
boundaries of the Tonopah Resource Area, Although some of these
species are not currently present on BLM administered lands, the
development of additional populations of these speceis on public
land, either by acquisition or introduction into suitable habitats
would be desirable:

Railroad valley springfish Federal Threatened
Amargosa toad Federal C2

Oasis Valley speckled dace Federal C2
Railroad Vvalley tui chub Federal C2

Hot Creek Valley tul chub Federal C2

Fish Lake Valley tui chub Federal C2

Little Fish Lake Valley tui chub State Sensitive
Big Smoky Valley speckled dace State Sensitive
Big Smoky Valley tui chub Federal C2

Monitor Valley speckled dace Federal C2

12. Page 3-6, Riparian. Inadequate_ resource value
descriptions are provided. Riparian areas, springs, seeps, etc.,
are critically important to wildlife, not just livestock and feral
equids.

13. Pages 3-8/9, Forestry and Vegetative Products. The
harvest of dead and/or downed trees.iq the Resource Area has
potential impacts to many nongame species including mammals, birds,
and herptiles that use this habjtat for cover and nesting areas.
For example, vegetation in various forms does not just provide
habitat for these creatures, they hold the soil from excessive
erosion, fertilize the soil and reinvest this material back into
the soil. The elimination of dead wood harvesting is not advocated
since certain amounts of deadwood harvest are beneficial to all
wildlife. Yet nongame needs to be recognized, surveys need to be
conducted to learn where these animals congregate, and, most
important, why these animals are more abundant in some areas as
opposed to others.

only the previous five (5) years harvest gata of forest
products was reported. Does that mean records have only been kept
for 5 years? What does sustained yield basis really mean? Why was
only 71% of the identified sustained yield taken? Does that
reflect demand or does it reflect avoidance of over-cutting in the
greenwood cutting areas totaling 33% of the total operable P/J
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areas? Also, if 141,000 acres of WSA are released to multiple~use,
why are only 530 additional cords per year allowed for cutting?
The current sustained yield of 1,185 cords annually is not too far
off from the 1,375 cords per year projected should the WSAs be
released. While not advocating greater utilization of firewood,
why is the information presented as such?

14. Joshua Trees. How can sales or harvest be justified

‘without a solid understanding of what the Joshua stands can

tolerate in terms of sustained yield, particularly with a species
on the northern fringes of {ts geographic range? Noncommercial
harvest of Joshua trees has potential negative impacts to nongame
wildlife. Many raptors and passerines use these trees for hunting
perches, nesting and foraging. The loggerhead shrike (Category 2)
uses the spines from the Joshua tree on which to pierce and cache
its prey. 1In addition, some illegal harvest of Joshua trees is
probably occurring as this is a 